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SENATE-Tuesday, April 9, 1991 
April 9, 1991 

The Senate met at 2:30 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Honorable RICH
ARD H. BRYAN, a Senator from the 
State of Nevada. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Yea, though I walk through the valley 

of the shadow of death, I will tear no evil: 
for thou art with me * * *.-Psalm 23:4. 

Gracious Father in Heaven, we are 
unspeakably grateful for the wisdom
the insight of King David concerning 
life beyond this life. Death is but a 
shadow through which we pass between 
life here-and-now and life eternal. We 
do not walk alone through this valley 
for the Lord, our Shepherd, is with us. 

Loving Father, may peace cover, 
comfort, and console Mrs. Heinz, her 
sons, all of their loved ones and the 
Senator's staff who mourn the loss of 
this beloved gentleman statesman. We 
thank Thee for the memory of Senator 
JOHN HEINz, his quiet gentleness, his 
toughness, his tireless perseverance in 
pursuing his concern for the elderly, 
the environment, international trade, 
and those less fortunate than most of 
us. Thank Thee for his leadership in his 
party and the Senate, his faithful, ef
fective, long service to his State, the 
Nation, and the world. May the issues 
he so doggedly confronted continue to 
be championed by his peers. 

In His name who promised, "* * * I 
go to prepare a place for you. And if I 
go and prepare a place for you, I will 
come again, and receive you unto my
self; that where I am, there ye may be 
also."-John 14:2,3. 

Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the standing order, the ma
jority leader is recognized. 

ORDER FOR MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that today, follow
ing the time reserved for the two lead
ers, there be a period for morning busi
ness with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, today 

there will be no rollcall votes. The Sen
ate will conduct morning business dur
ing which Senators may speak on any 
subject. I know that many Senators 
wish to offer eulogies to our late col
leagues, Senator HEINZ and Senator 
Tower. 

On Wednesday, the Senate will not be 
in session to permit Senators to attend 
Senator HEINZ' funeral, which will be 
held in Pittsburgh. 

On Thursday, it is my hope that the 
Senate will be able to proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar item No. 38, 
S. 207, the CFTC authorization bill. I 
had previously announced my inten
tion to proceed to that bill today, but 
in veiw of intervening events and con
tinuing disagreements on the bill, I be
lieve it better to defer that until 
Thursday. It is my hope that we can 
proceed to it on Thursday. 

On Friday, the Senate will not be in 
session. At 10 o'clock on Friday morn
ing, in the National Cathedral, there 
will be a memorial service for Senator 
HEINZ, and I know that many Senators 
will wish to attend that service. 

DEATHS OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 
AND FORMER SENATOR JOHN 
TOWER 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, and 

Members of the Senate, the tragic and 
untimely deaths of our colleagues, Sen
ator HEINZ of Pennsylvania and Sen
ator Tower, are a shocking and painful 
reminder to all of us that our lives and 
fates are in the hands of God. 

Senator Tower's daughter was with 
him in the aircraft and tragically 
shared his fate. 

The accident that took Senator 
HEINZ' life claimed the lives of six oth
ers as well. 

Memorial services and funeral serv
ices are our society's means of marking 
the end of a human life. Those cere
monies give friends and families a 
focus for their grief and meaning and 
dignity to the life that has been lived 
and has now ended. 

But nothing can dim the pain of loss 
for family and close friends. 

On behalf of the Senate, I express our 
deep sympathy for the families of all 
who lost their lives in these tragic ac
cidents. 

Senator Tower served the people of 
the State of Texas in this body with 
distinction for many years. As chair
man of the Armed Services Committee 
for the first 4 years of the 1980's, he 
presided over and directed one of the 

greatest military buildups of our his
tory. 

His commitment to the security of 
our Nation was total and absolute. His 
experience and knowledge were a 
source of continuing guidance to Presi
dent Reagan and to President Bush. 
Senator Tower's service on the Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board ensured 
that the fruits of his years of experi
ence were available to the Nation until 
his untimely death. 

The death of Senator JoHN HEINZ has 
cost the Nation one of its most dedi
cated public servants. Senator HEINZ 
chose service in the Senate over the 
many other opportunities open to him. 

In 20 years in the Congress, including 
service in both the House and the Sen
ate, JOHN HEINZ' career illustrated the 
American ideal of returning to the Na
tion in public service the prosperity 
and freedom that so many Americans 
enjoy. 

I had the honor of serving with Sen
ator HEINZ on the Finance Committee. 
His commitment to the health care of 
the elderly was reflected in the concern 
he showed for stability of the Medicare 
system. His concern about the steady 
erosion of good jobs for working men 
and women was reflected in his interest 
in fair trade. 

When he served as chairman of the 
Senate Select Committee on the Aging, 
JOHN HEINZ took a leading role in de
veloping the 1983 Social Security pro
gram package which has ensured the 
continuing stability of the retirement 
income provisions of that program to 
this day. His concern about the well
being of older Americans was reflected 
in his work on the Senate Finance 
Committee's pension subcommittee, as 
well as his continuing and active role 
on the Aging Committee. 

His work and his example showed 
that there is no generation gap in the 
United States: He gave as much care to 
the interests and needs of older Ameri
cans as any political leader-indeed, as 
any leader anywhere-and he made the 
rest of the Senate pay attention to 
those concerns as well. 

Senator HEINZ' dedication to working 
men and women was reflected in his 
continuing and energetic efforts to en
sure that our Nation's trade policies· 
were not pursued at the expense of the 
workers of Pennsylvania or the rest of 
America. 

He recognized that every element of 
our Nation's economy, including its 
manufacturing jobs as well as its newer 
technologies, deserved the fair treat
ment of the Congress if all our people 
were to benefit from the expansion of 
our economy. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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JOliN HEINZ served the Senate with 

true distinction and commitment for 
over 14 years. He was an effective ally 
and an honorable opponent in legisla
tive activities. 

His personal commitment to his duty 
kept him in close and constant touch 
with people all over Pennsylvania. The 
heavy schedule of travel, meetings and 
hearings during the last recess re
flected that commitment, even as it 
cost him his life. 

Pennsylvania has lost a dedicated 
and effective representative. America 
has lost a public servant of integrity 
and conviction. 

His wife Teresa and his sons have the 
most sincere condolences of the Sen
ate, and our prayers in their �t�i�m�~� of 
need. ' 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SPECTER] is recognized. 

RELATIVE TO THE DEATH OF 
JOHN HEINZ, A SENATOR FROM 
THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENN
SYLVANIA-SENATE RESOLUTION 
92 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the 

absence of the distinguished Repub
lican leader, Senator DOLE, who is un
avoidably out of the Chamber, I have 
sought recognition, and I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I offer a resolution for 
our distinguished colleague, Senator 
JoHN HEINZ, as follows: 

Whereas the Honorable John Heinz served 
Pennsylvanians in the United States Senate 
and the United States House of Representa
tives with devotion and distinction; and 

Whereas his efforts on behalf of Pennsylva
nia and all Americans earned him the esteem 
and high regard of his colleagues; and 

Whereas his tragic and untimely death has 
deprived his state and nation of an outstand
ing lawmaker. 

Resolved, That the Senate expresses pro
found sorrow and deep regret on the death of 
the Honorable John Heinz, late a Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Represent
atives and transmit an enrolled copy thereof 
to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That when the Senate recesses 
today, it recess as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of the deceased Senator. 

Mr. President, our colleague, Senator 
HEINz, had a brilliant record academi
cally, in business, as a Federal legisla
tor, as a family man, and as a friend. 
His life demonstrated an extraordinary 
commitment to his country, to his 
State, to people generally-really, to 
the world. His contribution to the Con
gress, both the House and the Senate, 
is well known from the pages of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD where he put 
an indelible mark. 

His loss is a terrible one for his wife 
Teresa, their sons John IV, Andre, and 
Christopher, and for all of us who sur
vive him in the Senate. 

Not so well known about JOHN HEINZ 
are some facts that those of us who 
worked with him so closely know. He 
always carried a file with him. If you 
observe the working habits of Sen
ators, like people generally, their hab
its vary. JOHN HEINZ was never without 
a large working folder so that when
ever he had a spare moment, or even 
less, he was hard at work on the vast 
number of i terns which were on his 
agenda. 

For those of us who had the oppor
tunity to visit JoHN HEINZ in his office, 
his desk was a model of neatness and 
organization, with dozens of folders, 
each one identified. No matter what 
anyone's workload might have been, it 
was always a wonder to see how many 
individual items Senator HEINZ was 
working on at the same time. 

He always carried a briefcase when 
he went home, and it did not make any 
difference what the hour was. I seldom 
went home with him at the end of regu
lar working hours, but we traveled to 
our homes a few blocks apart, where we 
lived in Georgetown, as a matter of 
custom on the late night sessions of 
this body. Most do not realize that the 
hours of the U.S. Senate are very long 
indeed, and that it is frequently our 
practice to adjourn in the wee hours of 
the morning, anywhere from midnight, 
to 2 a.m., 3 a.m., 6:30a.m. But whatever 
time JOHN HEINZ departed this Cham
ber-when it was our custom to ride 
home together I was the driver-JoHN 
HEINZ always had a briefcase. 

Few know the details of his very pro
digious State travel. Last week, when 
the Senate was in recess and many peo
ple were doing many different things, 
JOHN HEINZ was at work, as usual. Last 
Wednesday I spent the better part of 2 
hours with Senator HEINZ in Altoona, 
P A, when our paths crossed as we sat 
with a group of people in Altoona from 
1:20 until 3:10 in the afternoon. The 
next day he was back at work in Wil
liamsport, P A. Then en route to Phila
delphia, the extraordinarily tragic 
event occurred where his chartered 
plane collided with a helicopter, caus
ing the untimely death of Senator 
HEINZ as well as four pilots and two 
schoolchildren on the ground in 
Merion, PA. 

I think, Mr. President, that Senator 
HEINZ had as extraordinary a record as 
has been accomplished in the U.S. Con
gress, in the Senate or in the House. I 
doubt that there is any really good oc
casion, but this is probably as good an 
occasion as can be found, to comment 
on certain news media criticism in re
porting on the death of such a distin
guished public servant. The obituary 
columns recycled ancient unsourced 
criticisms which might have come 
under a caption "He wasn't absolutely 
perfect." 

When I noted that material, I said to 
myself, "Isn't there any point when a 

person, even a public figure, who has 
less rights than others, is spared?" 

I decided to make this brief comment 
when my son, Shanin Specter, who had 
noted the same material said to me: 
"This reinforces the reasons against 
going into public service." 

America very much needs role mod
els like JOHN HEINZ in public life. I 
know the reactions of my own sons, 
Shanin and Stephen, to the treatment 
of public figures. I do not know the re
actions of Senators JoHN HEINZ' sons, 
John, Andre, and Christopher. But I 
hope they and others will be motivated 
to emulate an extraordinary role model 
like Senator JOHN HEINZ. 

I fully appreciate the rights of any to 
express themselves in any way they 
choose. Those are rights which we all 
possess, and I have just exercised some 
of mine. 

I can only say, Mr. President, that 
Pennsylvania is in a state of absolute 
shock over what has happened. In 
Philadelphia, the regular programming 
was interrupted when a series of people 
appeared on radio and television pro
grams, commenting on their own recol
lections of an extraordinary public 
servant. I know that the city of Pitts
burgh and, for that matter the entire 
State, is overwhelmed with grief at the 
passing of such an extraordinary young 
man who had the world at his disposal. 
All of the attributes of quality found 
their way into Senator JOHN HEINZ' 
life. He touched this body very deeply. 
He touched me very deeply, and I know 
he will long be remembered. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Does the Senator in
tend to seek the adoption of the resolu
tion he has just submitted? May I sug
gest that would be appropriate. I note 
the presence of the distinguished Re
publican leader on the floor. Might I 
suggest, with his consent, that I and 
the Republican leader and all Senators 
on both sides of the aisle be added as 
cosponsors to the resolution? Would 
that be agreeable to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania and the Republican lead
er? 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin
guished majority leader. That is en
tirely agreeable. 

I send the resolution to the desk. 
Under the circumstances articulated 
by the distinguished majority leader, I 
urge its adoption. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. That will be the order. 

The resolution will be stated. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 92) relative to the 

death of Senator John Heinz, a Senator from 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

Whereas the Honorable John Heinz served 
Pennsylvania in the United States Senate 
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and the United States House of Representa
tives with devotion and distinction; and 

Whereas his efforts on behalf of Pennsylva
nians and all Americans earned him the es
teem and high regard of his colleagues; and 

Whereas his tragic and untimely death has 
deprived his state and nation of an outstand
ing lawmaker. 

Resolved, That the Senate expresses pro
found sorrow and deep regret on the death of 
the Honorable John Heinz, late a Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Represent
atives and transmit an enrolled copy thereof 
to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That when the Senate recesses 
today, it recess as a further mark of respect 
to the memory of the deceased Senator. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is on agreeing to 
the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 92) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I move to reconsider 

the vote by which the resolution was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPECTER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
REPUBLICAN LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Republican leader is recog
nized. 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN HEINZ AND 
JOHN TOWER 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleagues for permitting me to speak 
at this time. 

The Senate is in mourning today as 
we return to a Chamber and a city 
where JOliN HEINZ and John Tower 
served with great distinction and abil
ity. 

With Jmrn HEINZ' tragic death, each 
Member of this body has lost a good 
friend. 

JOHN's staff has lost a leader of integ
rity and intelligence. 

The people of Pennsylvania have lost 
a tireless and effective champion. 

America's elderly have lost one of 
their best friends. 

And Teresa and John, Andre, and 
Christopher, have lost a loving and de
voted husband and father, and our 
heart goes out to them. 

JOHN HEINZ was a public servant who 
brought uncommon energy and dedica
tion to his job. I remember many com
mittee meetings, and many sessions on 
this floor where his leadership and dili
gence were instrumental in getting the 
job done, and getting it done right. 

Once JOHN HEINZ grabbed hold of an 
issue-and it was usually a tough and 
complex one-he would not let go. 

He gave his all to this job from the 
very moment he took office, and he 
was still working, as Senator SPECTER 
just pointed out, still on his way to 
more meetings, still giving his all, 
when we lost him. 

JOHN's tragic death occurred not far 
from Philadelphia, the city where 
America was born, and I have no doubt 
that when George Washington, Ben
jamin Franklin, and America's fore
fathers gathered over 200 years ago to 
write the Constitution, they hoped 
that leaders such as JOHN HEINZ would 
one day · give themselves to serving 
their country. 

What impressed me most about JOHN 
HEINZ was what brought him to Wash
ington. It was not money. It was not 
thirst for power or fame; rather, it was 
a sense of duty. 

Many in JOHN's position might have 
chosen a life devoted to making more 
money. But JOHN, however, chose a life 
devoted to making a difference. And 
what a positive difference he made for 
Pennsylvania, for working men and 
women, for the elderly, for the sick, 
and for America. 

While the Senate was still reeling 
from the death of JoHN HEINZ, we 
learned of the loss of our former col
league, John Tower, and his daughter, 
Marian. 

John Tower served in this Chamber 
for nearly a quarter of a century, and 
in that time, few in this city did more 
to ensure our national security. 

During his 4 years as chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, 
John Tower was President Reagan's 
right hand in rebuilding our national 
defense, and the difference that his 
leadership made could be seen in our 
victory in the gulf. 

When John Tower retired from the 
Senate he had every right to return to 
his beloved Texas, and to focus on his 
personal career. Instead, he contin
ually answered the call of his Nation, 
serving for 2 years as chief negotiator 
for the United States at the strategic 
arms reduction talks, and as chairman 
of the Special Review Board on the 
Iran-Contra Affair. 

John was there when President 
Reagan needed him, and was there for 
President Bush, serving as a close 
friend and adviser. Many of us joined 
the President yesterday in attending 
funeral services in Texas, and in ex
tending our sympathies to John's 
daughters, Jeanne and Penny. 

Mr. President, it has been a sad 
week: two friends, so committed to 
public service and to our country are 
gone. 

Oliver Wendell Holmes once said that 
"To live fully is to be engaged in the 
passions of one's time." 

Today, as we mourn the death of 
JOHN HEINZ and John Tower, we can 

take heart in the fact that here were 
two men who lived life fully. For here 
were two men who truly embraced the 
passions of their time. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Arkansas. 

TRIBUTE TO A FRIEND-SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, it is with 
sadness that I stand here today to pay 
tribute to my friend and our friend and 
our colleague, Senator JoHN HEINZ of 
Pennsylvania. It is very difficult today 
to find the right words to convey the 
sense of loss that I and the entire U.S. 
Senate feel at this moment. His death 
has left a void in this Congress that 
will be impossible to fill. 

Senator JOHN HEINZ and I served on a 
number of committees together. The 
Finance Committee, the Governmental 
Affairs Committee, the Special Com
mittee on Aging, where I had the good 
fortune to share the leadership with a 
person of his commitment and his ex
pertise and his compassion. 

It was on the Aging Committee, too, 
where I saw JoHN HEINZ, Mr. President, 
at his best. He was and he will remain 
without peers in his dedication to is
sues affecting the elderly, particularly 
the poor and the frail in our society. It 
is there that the loss of JoHN HEINZ as 
a public servant, I think, will be felt 
most keenly. 

All of the issues affecting the elderly 
for which Senator HEINZ fought are far 
too numerous to mention. So instead I 
will merely give a few highlights of his 
long, distinguished career on the Aging 
Committee. 

In 1985, Senator HEINZ, then the 
chairman of the Aging Committee, was 
one of the very first Members of Con
gress to examine the phenomenon of 
quicker and sicker discharges from the 
hospitals that were endangering the 
health and well-being of many frail 
Medicare beneficiaries. He was instru
mental in the passage of watershed 
nursing home reform legislation in 
1987, thereby ensuring that nursing 
home patients, all across America, not 
just Pennsylvania, would have a better 
quality of life. 

When the Medicare Catastrophic Act 
was being considered by the Senate, 
Senator HEINZ worked to include a pre
scription drug benefit, as well as pro
tection for low-income elderly for 
Medicare's out-of-pocket costs. 

During the debate on the repeal of 
the catastrophic law, Senator HEINZ 
fought long and hard to retain some of 
those benefits, prescription drug cov
erage among them. Although most of 
the law was eventually repealed, Mr. 
President, prescription drug coverage 
today remains as one of the greatest 
health care needs of the elderly of 
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America. And Senator Jmrn HEINZ re
tained that commitment to help the el
derly pay for those prescription drugs 
necessary to carry on their lives. 

JOHN HEINZ also went after fraud. He 
went after abuse in the Medicare sys
tem, conducting investigation after in
vestigation, in the selling and market
ing of pacemakers, in the reuse of kid
ney dialysis machinery. Senator HEINZ 
sponsored the legislation that eventu
ally expanded the Medicare Program to 
include a hospice benefit, as well as a 
bill that gave Medicare beneficiaries 
the opportunity to enroll in health 
maintenance organizations. 

Health care, however, is not the only 
area where our colleague JoHN HEINz 
had an impressive list of achievements. 
He was active in combating age dis
crimination, championing legislation 
to eliminate mandatory retirement at 
age 65. He and I had the honor of work
ing together to ensure that older 
Americans across our country be guar
anteed retirement pay when a plant 
closes down and other workers are eli
gible to receive retirement and sever
ance benefits. 

His tireless efforts to remove the So
cial Security Trust Funds from deficit 
reduction calculations were finally 
successful last year, Mr. President, as 
he believed that the funds in the trust 
were being used to mask the true size 
of the Federal deficit. 

But by far, Mr. President, I think 
that JOHN HEINZ will be remembered in 
this body because of his tenacity and 
his dedication. To the millions that 
were tired, and disabled, Social Secu
rity recipients, his unmatched commit
ment to beneficiaries of all ages illus
trates why Senator JoHN HEINZ will be 
missed by all of his colleagues. 

I encourage my colleagues to take 
just a moment to reflect on and appre
ciate all that JoHN HEINZ stood for and 
all that he accomplished. 

Mr. President, I would like to insert 
into the RECORD following my state
ment a statement that Senator HEINZ 
would have delivered on the morning of 
Friday, April 5, 1991, at a field hearing 
of the Senate Committee on Aging in 
Philadelphia, PA. Of course, this state
ment was never delivered by Senator 
HEINz, but I consider it a fitting trib
ute to him to have that statement 
made a part of the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Senator HEINZ' statement of 
April 5 that was to be delivered be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being ·no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Medicare program, and in some cases, endan
gering the lives of our senior citizens. 

As today's hearing title suggests, our focus 
will be on a scam perpetrated by 
telemarketing durable medical equipment 
suppliers. These are Medicare providers who 
establish "telephone boiler rooms" where 
teenagers and others with no medical back
ground are given lists with the names and 
telephone numbers of unsuspecting senior 
citizens. Call after call is made to induce 
seniors to accept what is described as "free" 
medical equipment-equipment that is rare
ly needed or beneficial and may even be dan
gerous. Getting a senior to accept even more 
equipment means a cash bonus for those in 
the boiler room. 

Sadly this equipment, which is never free, 
often has little or no therapeutic value. As 
more of it is pushed through the front doors 
of senior citizens, the pockets of more and 
more unscrupulous providers are lined with 
millions of Medicare dollars-money that 
could be used for services and equipment 
that really is needed. 

These greedy entrepreneurs have studied 
the Medicare system and developed clever 
schemes. Their scam is simple: They work 
the phone to sell "free" equipment to senior 
citizens. Their purpose is clear: to rip-off 
Medicare for as much as they can get, close 
their doors when Medicare realizes what 
they are doing, and then start dialing again 
the next day under another name. These 
kinds of scams are helping cause a hemor
rhaging Medicare program. 

Medicare is a program where costs,are out 
of control. A program where millions of dol
lars are lost every day to providers who 
think of new ways to perpetrate rip-offs and 
scams against unsuspecting senior citizens, 
while Federal caretakers sit idly by and fail 
to do the corrective surgery needed to stop 
the bleeding of Medicare. 

Our witnesses today will describe a story 
of intrigue ranging from how seniors are 
called and equipment is pushed on them, to 
a former DME employee who will describe 
how he was hired as a delivery man, was 
called a Medical Technician, but ultimately 
was a salesman, and the government wit
nesses will explain how the Department of 
Health and Human Services allows these 
practices to continue. 

It seems that each year brings with it a 
new way to scam our elderly and taxpayer 
pocketbooks through Medicare. Unscrupu
lous durable medical equipment 
telemarketers with dollar signs in their eyes 
are blind to the threat their equipment often 
poses to our seniors or the harassment they 
cause. I am concerned about the negative 
image telemarketers have given to durable 
medical equipment industry. 

Ladies and gentlemen, during the past few 
years budget deficits have resulted in Con
gressional action racheting down on Medi
care reimbursement while we have put Medi
care recipients through a meatgrinder. 
Frankly, this is one Senator who refuses to 
allow the wheel on the grinder to continue. 
I will not support further beneficiary cuts or 
cost-sharing increases for moderate-income 
Americans until I am convinced that we 
have rid the Medicare program of the scam 
artists who are solely interested in a fast 
buck-not helping seniors remain independ
ent. 

U.S. SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
HEARING "BLEEDING MEDICARE DRY: THE 
GREAT SALES SCAM" PHILADELPHIA, P A, 
APRIL 5, 1991, U.S. SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 
Good morning. This is the first in a series Mr. PRYOR. To the end, Mr. Presi-

of hearings that will be held examining how dent, Senator JOHN HEINZ was working 
unscrupulous and greedy Medicare providers to make the world a better place for all 
are bleeding millions of dollars from the Americans. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, we have 
all heard that knowledge is power. Sen
ator JOHN HEINZ had that knowledge. 
He worked to acquire it. He worked at 
knowing the subject matter which he 
was dealing with, and the most com
plex issues that face us as a country 
and that face this body as a U.S. Sen
ate. 

Mr. President, he had something 
more, something a great deal more 
than that knowledge. He had an ex
traordinary compassion for people, 
people who were helpless, old, sick, 
frail, or lonely. He exercised that com
passion in such a noble way that I will 
always remember that depth of com
mitment and the depth of this compas
sion that JoHN HEINZ had. Truly, he 
was one of those rare Americans that 
believed in and practiced that service 
to humanity is the best work of life. 

Mr. President, in addition, I would 
like to ask unanimous consent that a 
statement prepared by the Aging Com
mittee staff on Senator HEINZ' accom
plishments in the field of elderly legis
lation and causes, and also those in
volving health care and related issues, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

1. AGE DISCRIMINATION: MANDATORY 
RETIREMENT 

Senator Heinz championed legislation to 
eliminate the requirement that older Ameri
cans must retire at age 65. 

2. AGE DISCRIMINATION: PROTECTING PENSION 
BENEFITS 

Senator Heinz joined forces with Senator 
Pryor and others to ensure that where a 
plant was closed, and workers were eligible 
to receive retirement and severance benefits, 
older workers could not be denied their full 
retirement pay. 

3. HEALTH CARE: HOSPICE BENEFIT 

Legislation was enacted under the direc
tion and sponsorship of Senator Heinz to add 
hospice coverage to the Medicare program, 
thereby ensuring that terminally 111 Medi
care beneficiaries may spend their remaining 
days in their own homes rather than in an 
institution. 

4. HEALTH CARE: NURSING HOME REFORMS 

Senator Heinz sponsored legislation that 
Congress enacted to ensure that nursing 
home residents cannot be bound and tied to 
their beds or wheelchairs. The Heinz legisla
tion was designed to prevent nursing home 
patients from being treated like second class 
citizens. 

These reforms also required safety meas
ures be built into nursing home facilities to 
protect the lives of their residents. 

5. HEALTH CARE: HEALTH MAINTENANCE 
ORGANIZATIONS 

The Congress enacted legislation intro
duced by Senator Heinz to provide Medicare 
recipients a lower-cost alternative to fee-for
service medicine. Senator Heinz was also re
sponsible for legislative changes designed to 
improve administrative and quality assur
ance oversight of the risk contract HMO pro
gram. 
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6. HEALTH CARE: HOME DIALYSIS FOR ESRD 

PATIENTS 

Senator Heinz was responsible for legisla
tion providing Medicare payments for staff 
assistants for home hemodialysis patients 
too sick to travel safely to dialysis facilities 
for their treatment, on a demonstration 
basis. 
7. HEALTH CARE: MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG 

COVERAGE 

Senator Heinz was successful in adding an 
amendment to the Medicare Catastrophic 
Coverage Act to provide prescription drug 
coverage for Medicare beneficiaries. 

8. HEALTH CARE: UNCOVERING FRAUD 

As Chairman of the Senate Special Com
mittee on Aging, Senator Heinz led a number 
of investigations into fraudulent acts under 
the Medicare program. His investigation into 
how "Pacemakers" are sold and marketed 
was instrumental in educating the Congress 
on such abusive practices. 

9. HEALTH CARE: MEDIGAP FRAUD AND ABUSE 
REFORM 

Senator Heinz, along with Senator Pryor 
and other members of Congress, was respon
sible for a comprehensive reform of the mar
ket for Medigap insurance, and a strengthen
ing of federal oversight of Medigap laws, to 
prevent aged beneficiaries from being taken 
advantage of by abusive sales practices and 
to improve the quality of the supplemental 
insurance. 

10. HEALTH CARE: COST CONTAINMENT IN 
MEDICARE 

Senator Heinz was a strong supporter of 
legislation enacting prospective hospital 
payment under Medicare and subsequent leg
islation reforming the manner in which Med
icare pays physicians (i.e., RBRVS). Both of 
these measures are designed to slow the rate 
of increase in Medicare costs, thereby help
ing to prevent any erosion in Medicare bene
fits for elderly and disabled beneficiaries. 
11. PENSIONS: REDUCING THE TIME FOR VESTING 

Congress passed legislation sponsored by 
Senator Heinz that lowered the period of 
time an employee had to work before being 
eligible for pension benefits. 

12. SOCIAL SECURITY: OFF BUDGET 

The President signed into law legislation 
to remove the Social Security Trust Funds 
from deficit reduction calculations. John 
Heinz joined forces with Fritz Hollings and 
Pat Moynihan to lead the effort to accom
plish this goal. Senator Heinz was deter
mined to protect the trust funds and to en
sure that they were not being used to mask 
the size of the federal budget. 

13. SOCIAL SECURITY: DISABILITY 

Senator Heinz was deeply committed to en
suring that the nation's disabled citizens 
were treated with both compassion and eq
uity in their dealings with the federal gov
ernment. He fought tirelessly to ensure that 
disabled children were not evaluated under a 
stricter standard when applying for disabil
ity benefits than were adults. His efforts in 
this area were confirmed when the Supreme 
Court in the historic Zebley decision required 
the SSA to change its standard for evaluat
ing childhood disability under the SSI pro
gram. 

Heinz also introduced legislation to reform 
SSA's entire disability determination proc
ess and authored legislation which liberal
ized disability rules for disabled widows. 

14. SOCIAL SECURITY: EARNINGS TEST 

Senator Heinz believed that the Social Se
curity Earnings Test which reduces benefits 

$1 for every $3 earned over $9,720 for those 
aged 65 to 69 contradicted the work ethic 
that this nation believes in. He cosponsored 
legislation to repeal the test and called for 
its elimination on the Senate floor and in 
the Finance Committee. 

15. SOCIAL SECURITY: TRUST FUNDS 

Throughout the 1980's and into the 1990's 
Senator Heinz endeavored to protect the So
cial Security Trust Funds so that they were 
not used for political purposes and to ensure 
that benefits would continue to be payable 
to beneficiaries both today and tomorrow. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am very 
proud this afternoon to be able to 
stand in the U.S. Senate, and have 
seated beside me Mr. Jeff Lewis, who is 
JOHN HEINZ' chief of staff for the Spe
cial Committee on Aging. Mr. Lewis 
was to be with Senator HEINZ at the 
Special Committee on Aging hearing in 
Philadelphia on April 5. I know that 
this Senate-all of us alike, on both 
sides of the aisle-extend to Jeff, to 
Senator HEINZ' personal staff, to his 
committee staff, and to all of those 
that he touched along life's way, along 
with Senator HEINZ' wonderful family, 
our prayers, and our thoughts during 
this very trying hour. 

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. PRESSLER] is recognized. 

THE DEATH OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise 
to pay tribute to Senator JOHN HEINZ. 
I served with him on two committees. 
In fact, the first event that I held after 
being elected to the Senate was hosted 
by Teresa and JOHN HEINZ in their 
home. 

I think he was one of the greatest 
Members of the U.S. Senate. Indeed, 
Senator SPECTER has mentioned his ca
pacity for hard work. I recall Senator 
HEINZ coming to South Dakota to hold 
hearings. I recall one such hearing in 
Sioux Falls which was on the rural el
derly. He came prepared with detailed 
questions about different counties. Ob
viously, he had spent several hours pre
paring. 

I also traveled with him to Aberdeen, 
SD, again in a long meeting with mem
bers of the medical profession. He 
asked complicated questions on how 
part A and part B Medicare were affect
ing smaller cities and hospitals. And 
people were amazed that this heir to a 
huge fortune and prominent Member of 
the Senate knew in such detail, coun
ty-by-county, hospital-by-hospital, 
some of their problems. He did his 
homework so well and was so dedicated 
to the work he was engaged in. 

My wife Harriet comes from western 
Pennsylvania. She and I have long felt 
a special relationship with JOHN and 
Teresa HEINZ because of that fact. 

THE DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR JOHN TOWER 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I pay 
tribute to former Senator Tower and 

his daughter. Their loss has given us a 
deep sense of sorrow. 

Just recently I completed reading his 
book, "Consequences." I had dictated a 
letter to him, thanking him for his ac
curate remarks regarding myself. His 
comments pleased me. I never signed 
that letter. Ironically, it is still in my 
office. 

During his four terms of Senate serv
ice, John Tower set a great example for 
us with his tenacity and leadership. 

John Tower and JOHN HEINZ set a 
clear example of distinguished, devoted 
public service. I pay tribute to both of 
them. 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ROCKEFELLER). The Senator from 
Maine. 

THE DEATHS OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ AND 
FORMER SENATOR JOHN TOWER 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, as we 
have heard, last week the tranquility 
of the Senate's recess was shattered by 
two concussive explosions: The deaths 
of JOHN HEINZ and John Tower. And the 
news came with merciless swiftness. 
Both men were airborne, both pursuing 
engagements and duties. An air pocket 
perhaps, or even a wind shear in the 
one tragedy; a pilot's miscalculation in 
the other. A few seconds of terror, and 
then disintegration. Two colleagues, 
two friends, were snatched from us by 
death's cold hand with little oppor
tunity to grieve the loss of one before 
being forced to face the horror of losing 
the other. 

A total of 21 people died in the crash 
that killed John Tower; 7 more died in 
the one involving JOHN HEINZ, includ
ing 2 schoolchildren. 

As Senator DOLE mentioned, yester
day a number of Senators traveled to 
Dallas to attend a memorial service for 
John Tower and his lovely daughter, 
Marian, who was better known to her 
friends and associates as Pooh. Tomor
row we are going to make another sad 
journey, this time to Pittsburgh for 
JOHN HEINZ. 

As the world spins relentlessly on its 
axis and the events rush at us with a 
terrifying velocity, we are forced to 
pause and to reflect how thin is the 
membrane that separates this life from 
another, and how quickly our hearts 
can be stopped, our voices silenced, the 
threads of mortal existence severed. 
Death forces us to stand mute-mo
mentarily-in its long shadow. 

Yesterday's ceremony was a celebra
tion of John Tower's Ufe and that of 
his daughter. There were reminiscences 
by those who knew both the father and 
the daughter well. We listened to some 
inspiring poetry written by John's 
mother, the celestial voices of the 
Highland Park United Methodist 
Church Choir and a soul-touching solo 
by Fred McClure. 

We learned some facets about John's 
life that go unnoticed by strangers-



April 9, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 7631 
the light and fun-loving side, the fam
ily-loving side. 

Most people see only the surfaces of 
others: their physiques, their clothes, 
mannerisms, and idiosyncracies. They 
see only the faces that are prepared for 
others to meet. Most people saw in 
John Tower only his English tailored 
suits, the stiff collared, and cuffed 
shirts. They saw his shortness of 
height, his brusqueness of manner. 

They saw hard, sharp edges-of intel
lect to be sure, but of temperament, 
too. And they took a snapshot of the 
man; he was caught in the freeze frame 
of their judgment. 

However, those who worked for John 
Tower and those who knew him saw a 
different man. Behind the formality, 
indeed, an uncommon gentility, was a 
very warm and generous man who 
cared deeply for his family, for his 
friends, and most especially for his 
country. There was a mental and intel
lectual toughness in him and a love for 
the richness of language. He was part 
poet, part preacher, and pure patriot. 

More than any other Member of the 
Senate-with the exception of Scoop 
Jackson, his friend-it was John Tower 
who stayed the course during the 1970's 
and the 1980's when it was unpopular to 
speak out for a strong national defense. 
He was labeled a hawk who never met 
a weapons system he did not like. And 
yet, as chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, he was the only member 
that I can recall who ever voted to ter
minate a weapons system built in his 
own State. When he called upon his 
colleagues to identify what State
grown or State-nurtured program they 
were willing to put on the defense 
budget chopping block, not one came 
forward-no one. It was a sound of no 
Senator speaking. 

John Tower's critics said he was a 
captive of the Pentagon. And yet it was 
John Tower who initiated the first 
study on reforming the structural or
ganization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
That reorganization was subsequently 
signed into law and known as the Gold
water-Nickles bill, but it was John 
Towbr who was the first one willing to 
take on the Pentagon; yet, he received 
little credit for it. 

On the way to the memorial service, 
I began rereading his book "Con
sequences." With every word, I could 
hear his rich baritone voice and the 
way he would roll certain words, his 
cadence. The book has been described 
by some and dismissed by others as 
simply a vendetta. I do not find it to be 
so. Yes, he does hit back at those who 
hurt him, But John Tower's goal in life 
was never to get even, but to get it 
right. 

"Consequences" is not just a book by 
a former Senator. It is not even a book 
just about the Senate. It is a book 
about a life. It is a story of a boy 
sprung from the love of a mother-poet 
and a father-preacher. It is a story 

about Texas where politics, in John's 
own words, "is a contact sport," per
haps like roller derby played with brass 
knuckles. It is about a man with a 
small body and a large mind and an 
even bigger heart. 

What leaps from the pages of his 
book is honesty. You will find admis
sions of personal failings and defi
ciencies, but they are trifling when 
compared to the contribution he made 
to Texas, to this institution, to his 
family, and most importantly, to this 
Nation. 

Dag Hammarskjold, the former Sec
retary General of the United Nations, 
kept a diary entitled "Markings." It 
was published after he died in a plane 
crash in 1961-the same year John 
Tower was sworn into the U.S. Senate. 

Hammarskjold believed that in his 
diary entries he gave the only true pro
file that could be drawn of him. There 
were others, like the poet W.H. Auden, 
who disagreed. 

Perhaps it is impossible for anyone 
to draw a true account or a self-por
trait, since we look at ourselves 
through a one-way mirror of the mind. 
But I believe that you will find in 
"Consequences" a portrait of John 
Tower that comes closer to the man 
than any profile ever sketched by jour
nalistic friend or foe. 

There is, in his book, the history of 
John's life. You will find in its pages a 
sense of honor, duty, and country. 
Those words meant a great deal to him. 

He was, like all of us, flawed. But 
there was a nobility of being in John 
Tower-not a nobility of blood, but a 
nobility of purpose, of spirit. There was 
in him what the ancient Greeks called 
"Arete." 

John Tower never asked favors. "He 
never gave any quarter. He stood four
square and unafraid. He never hesi
tated and he never retreated or failed 
to speak out against hyprocrisy." And 
like Lt. Col. William Travis at the 
Alamo, he never surrendered. 

He was my friend, and I am truly sad
dened by his death. And yet I take 
some comfort in the words of .t"to bert G. 
Ingersoll, who wrote: 

And yet, after all, what would this world 
be without death? It may be from the fact 
that we are all victims, from the fact that 
we are all bound by a common fate; it may 
be that friendship and love are born of that 
fact; but whatever that fact is, I am per
fectly satisfied that the highest possible phi
losophy fs to enjoy today, not regretting yes
terday, and not fearing tomorrow. So, let us 
suck this orange of life dry, so that when 
death does come, we can politely say to him, 
"You are welcome to the peelings. What lit
tle there was we have enjoyed." 

John Tower feasted on life, and he 
left little for death to scavenge. But he 
left a great deal for us to ponder. 

One of his proudest moments oc
curred when he took the oath of office 
in 1961, with Lyndon Baines Johnson in 
the chair, and his father, a minister, 
giving the opening prayer. 

A copy of that prayer adorned John's 
office wall for 24 years. It is a prayer 
for each of us, and for all time: 

Our Heavenly Father, we give Thee thanks 
for this great nation. We thank Thee for our 
heritage, for those intrepid men across the 
years who have given their lives in war and 
in peace that this nation, under God, may 
lead the races of men out of the lowlands of 
despair to the mountain peaks of freedom. 
May we merit the love and respect of free 
people everywhere as we give to the world 
spiritual and economic leadership. Bless, we 
pray Thee, this great deliberative body. May 
the decisions here made bring honor to our 
country and lasting peace to our world. May 
each member of this body feel the tremen
dous responsibility of these decisive days. 
With the man of God, may we remember 
"Righteousness exalteth a nation but sin is a 
reproach to any people." Give us faith and 
courage as a nation to face up to the need of 
this age* * * 

Those final words, which began a 
quarter century of Senate service, 
served as an inspiration to the man 
who was called "the Little Giant" from 
Texas. "Give us faith and courage as a 
nation to face up to the need of this 
age." 

Tower was his name, and for me, he 
did. 

AGRICULTURE IN THE GATT 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, within 

the next several weeks, the Senate will 
likely vote on the administration's re
quest for fast-track trade negotiating 
authority. A number of Senators have 
announced that they oppose extension 
of fast track because they are con
cerned that the interests of American 
farmers would be harmed by inter
national trade negotiations. 

Mr. President, no Senator pays more 
attention to the welfare of American 
farmers than do I. Agriculture is far 
and away the major industry in Mon
tana. More than half of the jobs in my 
State are-directly or indirectly
linked to agriculture. I have repeatedly 
fought to protect farmers interests in 
the Agriculture Committee and here on 
the Senate floor. 

But, far from being cause for con
cern, international trade negotiations 
are the best hope for maintaining a 
strong and growing farm economy in 
the United States. 

AGRICULTURE IS AN EXPORT INDUSTRY 

Mr. President, we must keep in mind 
that agriculture is America's No. 1 ex
port industry. In most years, the Unit
ed States is the world's No. 1 agri
culture exporter. Recently, U.S. agri
cultural exports have averaged close to 
$40 billion per year. Further, if all agri
cultural trade barriers were eliminated 
worldwide, U.S. exports would rise by 
$8 to $10 billion annually. 

Already, the United States exports 
about 75 percent of its wheat crop and 
40 percent of its soybean crop as well as 
significant quantities of rice, beef, 
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corn, and many other commodities. Na
tionally, more than one out of every 
three cultivated U.S. acres raises crops 
for export. 

Increasingly, exports have a direct 
impact on prices of U.S. farm commod
ities. As this chart of wheat exports 
andj wheat prices illustrates, good ex
port markets means good prices for 
farmers. Since 1965, wheat prices have 
risen and fallen with exports. And this 
relationship is not just true for wheat. 
For example, economists estimate that 
beef exports to Japan have raised the 
price of the average American steer by 
$56. Thus, exports work to restore the 
strength of rural America while hold
ing down the cost of the farm program 
by keeping prices high. 

EUROPEAN TRADE BARRIERS 
Unfortunately, not all news is good 

in agriculture export markets. Anum
ber of countries, including the EC, 
Japan, and Korea, maintain trade bar
riers that cut deeply into United 
States agricultural exports. 

The EC is probably the worst of
fender. In the mid-1970's, the EC was 
the world's largest net importer of ag
ricultural exports. By the mid-1980's, 
the EC was the world's largest net agri
cultural exporter-rivaling the United 
States. The EC employed a web of 
trade barriers, including import levies, 
export subsidies, and domestic sup
ports, to complete this transformation. 

The scope of the EC farm program 
literally dwarfs that of the United 
States. For example, in 1990 the EC 
spent about $11 billion on export sub
sidies alone. The United States spent 
only $10.4 billion to fund its entire 
farm program. According to last year's 
national trade estimate, the EC farm 
program contribute $7 billion to the 
U.S. trade �d�e�f�i�~�i�t� each year. 

The EC farm program robs American 
farmers of markets, depresses farm 
prices, and costs U.S. agriculture bil
lions of dollars each year. 

THE GATT NEGOTIATIONS 
This array of costly agricultural 

trade barriers worldwide led the United 
States to seek international trade ne
gotiations to eliminate agricultural 
trade barriers. Starting in 1986, the 
United States and its trading partners 
launched a major round of trade nego
tiations under the auspices of the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
the GATT. A major objective of the 
round-known as the Uruguay round
is to eliminate agricultural trade bar
riers. 

I applaud the administration for 
launching these negotiations and I 
have closely followed their progress. I 
have not agreed with every decision 
the administration has made during 
this period. For example, I believe that 
the administration should have spent 
more time focusing on the most serious 
agricultural trade barrier-export sub
sidies-and less time supporting the ab
stract principle of free trade. But fun-

damentally these negotiations are 
sound and worth continuing. 

CONGRESSIONAL OBJECTIONS 
A number of my colleagues, however, 

have raised concerns that I would like 
to address briefly. 

First, some have argued that the 
huge disparity between the U.S. farm 
program and the EC farm program 
make formula cuts unwise. In other 
words, they are concerned that a 75-
percent cut in both the United States 
and the EC farm program would leave 
EC farmers better off because they 
start from a higher base. 

This a valid criticism. However, it is 
a criticism of the current state of af
fairs, not the negotiations. The EC 
treasury and consumers already spends 
three to five times as much as the U.S. 
supporting agriculture and the dis par
i ty is growing. 

Moreover, the United States has cut 
its farm program by 55 percent over the 
last 4 years and further cuts are con
templated in the 1990 farm bill. With
out international trade negotiations, 
the disparity will grow worse. Only 
trade negotiations hold out the prom
ise of leveling the playing field for 
American farmers. But the huge size of 
the EC's farm program does point up 
the need for an agreement to require 
very deep cuts in agricultural sub
sidies-particularly export subsidies. 

Second, others of my colleagues have 
argued that some farm commodities, 
such as peanuts, may not fair well if all 
trade barriers were eliminated. Most 
farm commodities, including soybeans, 
wheat, corn, and beef, seem likely to 
benefit from free trade. But some com
modities may experience competitive 
problems. I don't believe these con
cerns should stop us from going for
ward with trade negotiations, since 
most of the agricultural community 
stands to benefit. But I do support tny 
colleagues' efforts to make special ar
rangements to address the concerns of 
producers of these commodities. 

THE BUDGET AGREEMENT 
All Senators from agriculture States 

would be well advised to support exten
sion of fast-track negotiating author
ity. As I have argued on this floor pre
viously, without fast-track negotiating 
authority, no trade agreement would 
likely be concluded. 

But terminating the fast track would 
have another less obvious impact on 
American agriculture. In last year's 
budget agreement, we included a provi
sion that required the Administration 
to increase agriculture supports if an 
agricultural trade agreement is not 
reached. Specifically, if by June 30, 
1992, the United States has not entered 
into an adequate agricultural trade 
agreement, the Secretary is required to 
take a number of steps, including in
creasing spending on export programs 
by $1 billion and extending marketing 
loans to all major commodities. The 
Secretary is also directed to consider 

other discretionary steps, but the in
crease in farm spending is mandatory. 

This provision puts famrers in a win
win situation regarding the Uruguay 
round. Either we conclude a sound 
GATT agreement that increases agri
cultural exports or we increase farm 
program benefits to compensate. Farm
ers benefit either way. 

In fact, the only way that farmers 
could lose is if the Congress creates a 
third option by terminating the fast 
track. If the Congress disapproves ex
tension of fast-track negotiating au
thority, the President is allowed to 
waive the new spending. If Congress 
gave the opening. I am confident that 
the Office of Management and Budget 
would use it to press for further cuts in 
the farm program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this portion of last year's 
budget agreement be printed in the 
RECORD directly following my state
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(see exhibit 1.) 
CONCLUSION 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, if Amer
ican agriculture is to prosper in the 
next century, we must expand export 
markets. The U.S. market for agricul
tural products is not likely to grow 
much in the foreseeable future, but 
farm productivity continues to in
crease each year. 

Inevitably, this means we will need 
fewer and fewer farmers each year un
less we can find new markets for our 
agricultural products. 

The only course that offers a brighter 
future is putting our faith in inter
national trade negotiations to open 
new markets for U.S. agricultural 
products. In order to conduct those ne
gotiations, I urge my colleagues to sup
port an extension of fast-track nego
tiating authority. 

ExHIBIT 1 
SEC. 1302 READJUSTMENT OF SUPPORT LEVELS. 

(a) F AILTURE TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENT
If by June 30, 1992, the United States does 
not enter into (within the context of section 
1102(a) of the Omnibus Trade and Competi
tiveness Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 2902)) an agri
cultural trade agreement in the Uruguay 
Round of multilateral trade negotiations 
under the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade (GATT), agricultural acreage limita
tion and price support and production ad
justment proprams and export promotion 
levels shall be reconsidered and adjusted by 
the Secretary of Agriculture (hereafter in 
this section referred to as the "Secretary") 
in accordance with subsection (b), as appro
priate to protect the interests of American 
agricultural producers and ensure the inter
national competitiveness of United States 
agriculture. 

(b) REQUffiED MEASURES.-Pursuant to sub
section (a), in order to protect the interests 
of American agricultural producers and en
sure the competitive position of United 
States agriculture, the Secretary-

(!) is authorized to waive any minimum 
level for any acreage limitation program re
quired or authorized for any of the 1993 
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through 1995 crops of wheat, feed grains, up
land cotton, or rice established under section 
107B(e), 105B(e), 103B(e), or lOlB(e) of the Ag
ricultural Act of 1949 (as amended by sec
tions 301, 401, 501, and 601 of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990), respectively; 

(2) shall increase by 1,000,000,000 for the pe
riod beginning October 1, 1993, and ending 
September 30, 1995, the level of export pro
motion programs authorized under the Agri
cultural Trade Act of 1978 (as amended by 
section 1531 of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990), in addition 
to any amounts otherwise required or made 
available under such programs; and 

(3) shall permit producers to repay price 
support loans for any of the 1993 through 1995 
crops of wheat and feed grains at the levels 
provided under sections 107B(a)(4) and 
105B(a)(4) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, re
spectively. 

(c) FAILURE OF AGREEMENT TO ENTER INTO 
FORCE.-If by June 30, 1993, an agricultural 
trade agreement under the Uruguay Round 
of multilateral trade negotiations under the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade has 
not entered into force for the United States, 
agricultural price support and other pro
grams and export promotion levels shall be 
reconsidered and adjusted by the Secretary 
in accordance with subsection (d), if the Sec
retary determines such action is appropriate 
to protect the interests of American agricul
tural producers and ensure the international 
competitiveness of United States agri
culture. 

(d) SPECIFIC MEASURES.-
(!) MEASURES TO BE CONSIDERED.-Pursuant 

to subsection (c), the Secretary shall con
sider-

(A) waiving all or part of the requirements 
of this title, and the amendments made by 
this title, requiring reductions in agricul
tural spending; 

(B) increasing the level of funds made 
available for the programs authorized under 
the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978; and 

(C) permitting producers to repay price 
support loans for any of the 1993 through 1995 
crops of wheat and feed grains at the levels 
provided under sections 107B(a)(4) and 
105B(a)(4) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, re
spectively. 

(2) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary is author
ized to implement the measures specified in 
subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) of paragraph 
(1). This authority shall be in addition to, 
and not in place of, any other authority 
under any other provision of law. 

(3) lMPLEMENTATION.-If the Secretary de
termines the action is appropriate pursuant 
to subsection (c), the Secretary shall imple
ment measures specified in subparagraph (A) 
of paragraph (1) and either or both of the 
measures specified in subparagraph (B) or (C) 
of paragraph (1). 

(e) LIMITATION.-This section shall not be 
construed to authorize the Secretary to re
duce the level of income support provided to 
agricultural producers in the United States. 

(f) TERMINATION.-The provisions of sub
sections (a) and (b) shall cease to be effective 
if the President certifies to Congress that 
the failure referred to in subsection (a) to 
enter into an agricultural trade agreement 
in the Uruguay Round of multilateral trade 
negotiations under the GATT is a result in 
whole or in part of the provisions of section 
151 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2191), 
or essentially similar provisions, not apply
ing or in effect not applying during the pe
riod ending May 31, 1991 (or during the period 
June l, 1991, through May 31, 1993, if the con-

dition of section 1103(b)(l)(B)(i) is satisfied) 
to implementing bills submitted with re
spect to such an agreement entered into dur
ing the applicable period under section 
1102(b) of the Omnibus Trade and Competi
tiveness Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 2902(b)). 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut. 
TRffiUTE TO FORMER SENATOR JOHN TOWER AND 

SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

join my colleagues in their expressions 
of remorse and condolence on the pass
ing of Senators John Tower and JOHN 
HEINZ. 

I did not have the privilege of serving 
in this Chamber while John Tower was 
a Member. I knew him by reputation 
and I followed his work. I simply asso
ciate myself with those who have spo
ken here this afternoon in paying trib
ute to his leadership in this Chamber, 
his fearless and often controversial ad
vocacy of a strong national defense, 
which is part of the reason why today 
we see the Soviet Union in collapse and 
is part of the reason why in the last 
few months we enjoyed the remarkable 
victory we did in the Persian Gulf. 

John Tower was a brilliant individual 
who served his State and Nation admi
rably, and, while in the course of that 
service, one who speaks his mind often 
becomes controversial and has detrac
tors as well as supporters, there is no 
doubt in my mind that history will 
treat the services of John Tower very, 
very favorably. 

Mr. President, it was an honor in 
these last 2 years to serve in this 
Chamber with Senator JOHN HEINZ and 
to get to know him. Like everyone 
here, I was jolted, unsettled, shaken by 
his sudden death. I served with him on 
the Governmental Affairs Committee 
where he was a persistent and tireless 
fighter in the name of governmental ef
ficiency, in the cause of a Government 
that serves people but does so in the 
least wasteful and most honorable way 
possible. 

Tribute has been paid here to Sen
ator HEINZ' advocacy on behalf the el
derly of our Nation. That is so true, 
and the record speaks for itself. Mr. 
President, you know because you 
worked with him in his advocacy of a 
strong and fair trade policy for the 
United States of America, which quite 
literally protected tens of thousands of 
jobs for Americans in this country. 

It is obvious that JoHN HEINZ did not 
need public service. He could have 
lived, in the most simple terms, a very 
comfortable and satisfactory life with
out the pressure, the travail, the de
mands of public life. But he was, in a 
classic sense and in the best American 
traditions of public service, called to 
serve the public, and he did so honor
ably and effectively, and all of us here 
and all of the people of Pennsylvania 

and this Nation owe him a debt and 
will miss him dearly. 

Mr. President, I want to say that, 
coming from Connecticut and particu
larly coming from New Haven, we have 
a special sense of loss at JOHN HEINZ' 
passing. He was a 1960 graduate of Yale 
University and maintained an active 
and generous interest in that great in
stitution. He supported it generously, 
was a leading patron of our art gallery, 
and in that sense contributed to the 
quality of life of the people of Con
necticut, and we will continue to bene
fit from that generosity and thank him 
for it. 

My wife and I join with all those here 
who extend sympathy to his wife Te
resa and to their children and fervently 
hope that they truly will know no fur
ther sorrows. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my colleagues in expressing 
deep grief and sadness at the death of 
our colleague, JOHN HEINZ and to ex
press my most heartfelt sympathies to 
his wife and his children. 

I was a relatively recently elected 
Member of the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives, having been elected in 
1970, when JOHN HEINZ was chosen at a 
special election on the 2d of November 
1971. We then were both elected to the 
U.S. Senate in 1976. So I served to
gether with JoHN HEINZ in the U.S. 
Congress ever since 1971, virtually the 
entire time that I have been a Member 
of the Congress. 

Over those many years we worked to
gether on many issues. We served to
gether on the Senate Banking, Housing 
and Urban Affairs Committee, and 
served even more closely together as 
Members of its Subcommittee on Inter
national Finance and Monetary Policy. 
When the Republicans controlled the· 
Senate from 1981 to 1986 he chaired the 
subcommittee and I served as ranking 
member. When the Democrats took 
over control of the Senate in 1987 I 
chaired the subcommittee and he 
served as ranking member. 

During his tenure as chairman of the 
International Finance Subcommittee 
from 1981 to 1986, Senator HEINZ estab
lished himself as a leader in the Senate 
on such issues as export controls on 
high technology, the Export-Import 
Bank, and export promotion. As. chair
man of the subcommittee he was a 
principal author of the International 
Lending Supervision Act of 1983, the 
Export Administration Act reauthor
ization of 1985, and the Export-Import 
Bank Amendments Act of 1986. 

I had the privilege of becoming chair
man of the International Finance Sub
committee in 1987. Senator HEINZ 
served then as the ranking member. In 
that Congress the International Fi
nance Subcommittee produced a large 
portion of the Omnibus Trade and Com
petitiveness Act of 1988. I had the privi
lege of working closely with Senator 
HEINZ in crafting a major revision of 
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the Export Administration Act, signifi
cant new measures dealing with ex
change rate policy and international 
debt, as well as the export promotion 
programs of the Commerce Department 
and the Export-Import Bank. Taken to
gether with his work on the Finance 
Committee, Senator HEINZ played an 
exceptionally large role in the passage 
of that major piece of legislation. 

In the last Congress the subcommit
tee again undertook a major revision of 
the Export Administration Act, which 
was passed by the Congress last Octo
ber but was subsequently pocket-ve
toed by the President. Senator· HEINZ 
again played a critical role in the pas
sage of that legislation. The Senate has 
passed that bill again this year and it 
is now awaiting action in the House. It 
is my hope that the Congress can com
plete action on that legislation and 
that it will be signed into law. 

The final enactment of this legisla
tion would be an appropriate tribute to 
Senator HEINZ. It might be fairly said 
that over the past decade no Member of 
Congress played a larger role in the de
velopment of U.S. export control policy 
than Senator HEINZ. He brought to this 
difficult and complex issue a balanced 
perspective that sought to weigh the 
need of U.S. exporters to compete in 
international markets against the gen
uine U.S. security interest in control
ling the export of sensitive technology. 
The depth of his interest in the issue is 
reflected in the book he just published 
in March of this year on the U.S. ex
port control system entitled "U.S. 
Strategic Trade: An Export Control 
System For The 1990's." 

Mr. President, JoHN HEINZ' commit
ment to serving the Nation was ex
traordinary. It was felt very deeply. I 
can remember on many occasions 
working into the late hours of the 
evening with him on difficult and com
plex matters which might not be the 
headline issues of the day but were im
portant to our national interest. 

Often a legislator accomplishes a 
great deal of his contribution in han
dling issues of that sort. JoHN HEINZ 
was very good at it. I can remember 
working with him on housing legisla
tion, securities legislation, on inter
national financial institutions, on ex
port policy, on which he was a recog
nized expert. To think of someone at 52 
years of age-JOHN HEINz would have 
been 53 this October-with literally 
years yet ahead of him to serve his 
State and to serve his Nation, taken 
from us in this tragic way cannot help 
but bring us all up short in terms of re
alizing how much our fate is beyond 
our control. 

I listened carefully to JoHN HEINZ' 
colleague from Pennsylvania, Senator 
SPECTER, who spoke earlier of Senator 
HEINZ setting an example for young 
people to follow. I think he did that 
here in the Senate. He was favored by 
circumstance and he recognized in the 

very finest sense an accompanying re
sponsibility. He delivered on that re
sponsibility in his tenure, first in the 
House of Representatives and then here 
in the U.S. Senate. He carried out the 
responsibilities of his office with un
common vigor and dedication. He was 
an extraordinarily able Member of this 
body. I hope his family finds comfort in 
the contributions he made. Certainly 
those of us who were privileged to 
serve with him will always remember 
his leadership, and his commitment. He 
will be deeply and sorely missed in this 
body. 

As one who was privileged to serve 
with JoHN HEINZ throughout his entire 
career in the Congress of the United 
States, I extend my very deepest and 
heartfelt sympathies t.o his wife Teresa 
and to his three sons. 

JOHN TOWER 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, we 
were all reeling from the tragic air
plane crash involving Senator JOHN 
HEINZ last Wednesday, April 4, when 
the very next day, April 5, the news 
media brought a report of the tragic 
death of former Senator John Tower 
and his daughter and 21 others in a 
plane crash in the State of Georgia. 

I had long admired Senator Tower be
fore coming to this body. While here, I 
had the distinct honor of working with 
Senator Tower in the U.S. Senate. I 
found him to be brilliant and decisive, 
tenacious, always impeccably dressed, 
an extraordinary individual in every 
sense of the word. 

Senator Tower did much to aid in the 
rearming of America in the 1980's, 
which I think was instrumental in our 
tremendous victory in the gulf. I think 
it was instrumental in leading to arms 
reduction agreements with the Soviet 
Union on INF, and the significant 
progress made on strategic arms reduc
tion. 

His contribution to the Senate, to 
the Congress, and to America has been 
very profound indeed. I remember well 
dealing with John Tower as a striking, 
tough opponent. When anyone articu
lated a view that disagreed with one of 
Senator Tower's positions, a battle 
royal was on. I recall in the spring of 
1982 offering a sense-of-the-Senate res
olution for a summit meeting between 
President Reagan and the Soviet Gen
eral Secretary Brezhnev. It seemed to 
me that that was something which was 
within the purview of the Senate and 
something which ought to be done. It 
followed one of �~�r�e�s�i�d�e�n�t� Reagan's fa
mous Saturday radio addresses where 
he talked about the need for prepared
ness and great military strength. It 
seemed to me a summit meeting would 
be a good idea. Given the Senate's re
sponsibilities on ratification of treaties 
and responsibilities for foreign affairs 
generally, it would be a good proposal 
to offer. 

I had no idea of the texture of the re
sistance which would be encountered 

from my colleague, Senator John 
Tower. We have Tuesday caucuses with 
the parties, as all Senators know, and 
Senator Tower made a point to bring 
the matter up at one of those caucuses. 
It got the issue a great deal of atten
tion-there are a lot more people at 
caucuses than are present on the Sen
ate floor at any given moment. 

It was a very fascinating experience 
to be on the other side of a controver
sial issue from Senator Tower-always 
fair, always direct, not necessarily 
gentle, but always appropriate. It was 
a real experience to work with him. 

I recall another occasion where later 
one night he had an item which came 
to the attention of the floor under the 
black box category, something that 
very seldom occurs on the Senate floor. 
I, among others, was interested in the 
details. I recall going back into the 
cloakroom, sitting with Senator Tower 
for a protracted period of time as I 
heard his views on governmental se
crecy and the importance of black box 
or the importance of nondisclosure. It 
was quite a fascinating discussion 
which occurred that night in the Sen
ate cloakroom. We did not all agree 
when the discussion was ended, but it 
was always a remarkable experience to 
deal with Senator Tower on a govern
mental issue. 

There was always the overwhelming 
sense of his thorough understanding of 
every issue and a very profound appre
ciation of public policy concerns, espe
cially the complexities of national se
curity and defense issues. 

I recall his departure from the Sen
ate when quite a number of our col
leagues stood and complimented Sen
ator Tower. I recall even better the 
bruising confirmation battle which oc
curred in this Chamber in early 1989, 
and I know that this body mourns for 
him deeply at this point. There is cer
tainly unanimity in the Senate today 
on his outstanding contribution to this 
body to our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont. 

PRIVILEGE TO SERVE WITH 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will be 
speaking on both of our departed col
leagues with whom I had the oppor
tunity and privilege to serve, both Sen
ator HEINZ and Senator Tower. 

DEATH OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, elsewhere 
in the RECORD of our proceedings today 
I will speak at length on my friend 
JoHN HEINZ. I would like to say on this 
occasion how deeply grieved I am at 
this untimely death. 

I have listened to many thoughtful 
statements this afternoon. I, too, 
would like to express my condolences 
to Teresa Heinz, to their three chil
dren, to the entire Heinz family, and 
acknowledge sincerely and in a heart
felt way what a special friend JOHN 
HEINZ was to us all. Having had the op
portunity to work closely with him on 
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a number of issues, especially environ
mental issues affecting the global envi
ronment-one of JOHN's many passions 
and one to which he brought a special 
intensity of interest, a special energy 
and dedication-! can merely under
score what so many others have al
ready said. This was an extraordinary 
man who brought his heart, his energy, 
his intelligence, and drive to public 
service in ways that only he could. I 
admired him greatly. I enjoyed him as 
a friend. I appreciated what he stood 
for as a person. 

Like all of my colleagues, I will truly 
miss him. It is a cliche but let me say 
it anyway. Words are inadequate in 
every respect to express what we are 
all feeling about the death of JoHN 
HEINZ. 

Mr. President, my heart goes out to 
his family. 

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR JOHN TOWER 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, although I 
did not have the opportunity to work 
closely or serve with former Senator 
John Tower, I did. have an opportunity 
as a Member of the House of Represent
atives to serve on the Arms Control 
Observer group at a time when Senator 
Tower was our chief negotiator in Ge
neva. I developed a great respect for his 
efforts in that project and that endeav
or. 

My sympathy and condolences are 
extended to his family, and I join the 
comments of so many others in ac
knowledging with sadness his untimely 
death. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today with great sadness to remember 
an exemplary Member of this body, a 
proud Pennsylvanian, and a great 
American-Senator JOHN HEINZ. JOHN 
HEINZ was a Senator who fought not 
only for the issues he believed in but 
for the region of the Nation he proudly 
represented. His loss is a loss to this 
body, to his State, and to the Nation. 

Jmrn was the cochair of the North
east-Midwest Coalition in the Senate, 
and I had the privilege to serve in that 
organization with him. JOHN was 
strongly dedicated to the Rust Belt. He 
worked tirelessly on legislation to 
strengthen the economy of that area. 
Because the Corn Belt experiences 
some of the same problems as the Rust 
Belt, I had the opportunity to work 
closely with JOHN on several matters of 
shared importance to both of our re
gions. 

For example, last Congress Senator 
HEINz and I coauthored legislation 
tightening up on the federally sub
sidized irrigation program, a program 
which currently punishes areas with an 
abundant supply of water, like ours. 
Through this and other efforts, I 
gained a strong appreciation and admi
ration for the time and work that Sen
ator HEINZ spent on the regional con
cerns of the Northeast and Midwest. 

Personally, JOHN HEINZ was friendly 
and accessible. Though his background 
was one of wealth and privilege, he had 
the ability to reach beyond his social 
class. He worked hard for the many 
working people of his State. 

JOHN HEINZ also had an Iowa connec
tion-his mother was born in Cedar 
Rapids and his Iowa ancestry on his 
mother's side went back a few genera
tions. He reminded me of his Iowa ties 
on several occasions over the years. I 
know countless Iowans join the Nation 
in mourning JOHN's loss. 

Mr. President, my sincere and heart
felt sympathies go out to Mrs. Heinz 
and her ·.children, to his family, staff, 
friends, and supporters. My thoughts 
are with those closest to JOHN during 
this difficult time. 

In closing, I want to mention that I 
am especially moved that Senator 
HEINZ' family has asked memorial con
tributions be directed in part for the 
promotion of programs addressing in
fant and child health. Through this ef
fort-and through memorial donations 
toward saving the Amazonian 
rainforest-JOHN's family has assured 
that in saluting his memory we will be 
helping to secure our world's future. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HEINZ 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise to pay tribute to the memory of 
one of our own, to the late Senator 
JOHN HEINZ of Pennsylvania. We are all 
saddened by his untimely death. 

I only had the privilege of serving 
with JOHN a short time. However, dur
ing that time I was struck by his dili
gence and hard work. He served this 
body with dedication and commitment. 

Everyone who knew JOHN was en
riched by their association with him. 
With a hands-on style, he fought hard 
for and enthusiastically devoted him
self to the State of Pennsylvania. 

JoHN was a dedicated public servant 
and a visionary. He further touched the 
lives of others by his commitment to 
many philanthropic organizations. A 
member of the U.S. Senate for 15 years, 
he leaves lasting and significant con
tributions to his State and the Nation. 

I extend my deepest sympathy to his 
wife Teresa, his three children, Henry 
John IV, Andre, and Christopher; and 
to the citizens of Pennsylvania. 

Admired and loved by family, friends, 
and colleagues, all of us will miss this 
dynamic man. 

JOHN GOODWIN TOWER 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, the 
sudden, accidental deaths of a col
league and a former colleague remind 
us that fate can sometimes be quite 
cruel. The shock and sadness we feel 
are magnified by memories of long 
friendships and recent encounters. 

Today I want to talk about the life 
John Tower lived and the public serv
ice he gave, not the tragedy which took 
his life and that of his daughter Mar
ian. 

For 14 years we served together in 
this body, representing the people of 
Texas. We came from different parties 
and had different voting records, but 
we worked together in a spirit of co
operation that grew over the years. Es
pecially on issues important to our 
State, we had an excellent working re
lationship. 

When John Tower was first elected to 
the Senate in 1961, he told a newspaper 
reporter that he intended to remain in 
that seat "as long as the people of 
Texas will have me." Elected as a Re
publican, at age 35, to a seat that was 
originally held by Sam Houston, John 
Tower seemed to face long odds of even 
being reelected, much less serving four 
terms. But John Tower proved the 
skeptics and critics wrong, and not for 
the last time. 

As a member and later chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
he demonstrated time and again his 
commitment to a strong national de
fense, second to none. He developed an 
expertise which was widely recognized 
and built a record of achievements in 
the early 1980's which helped permit 
our subsequent military successes in 
Panama and the Persian Gulf. 

He was a patriot to the core of his 
being. In World War II, he enlisted in 
the Navy at the age of 17 and served 
throughout the war on a gunboat in the 
Pacific. Ever the Texan, pictures of 
him from that time plainly show cow
boy boots peeking out from under his 
naval uniform. 

After the war, John remained in the 
Naval Reserve and worked his way up 
the enlisted ranks. When he retired 
from the Senate, he was the only ac
tive enlisted reservist in the Congress. 
He brought to this body his keen un
derstanding of and appreciation for the 
problems facing enlisted personnel in 
our Armed Forces. 

After leaving the Senate, he re
mained in public service as our chief 
negotiator on strategic nuclear arma
ments. And when the Iran-Contra scan
dal was uncovered, it was John Tower 
who headed the special review board 
that told President Reagan, and the 
rest of us, just how we got into that 
mess, and how we could avoid similar 
problems in the future. 

John Tower failed to win a final vic
tory, however, when he was denied con
firmation as Secretary of Defense in 
the new Bush administration. I sup
ported John because I knew him well, 
and recognized his extraordinary quali
fications for that post, and because I 
could not square the man I had worked 
with so closely with the negative re
ports which surfaced about him. 

That was a painful period for him, 
and for us as an institution. But John 
Tower moved on and undertook new 
challenges-until last Friday's tragedy. 

Mr. President, let us now remember 
and honor him for his long record of 
service and his devotion to our Nation. 
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Let us remember his keen mind and 
hard work. Let us praise his unwaver
ing patriotism and his .achievements in 
strengthening our defense posture. And 
as we recall his combativeness, let us 
acknowledge that he always put our 
country first. 

JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, we are 
all shocked and saddened by the tragic 
and untimely death of our. colleague 
from Pennsylvania, Senator JOHN 
HEINZ. 

I know that I speak for many when I 
say that JoHN will be sorely missed, 
not just by those of us who knew him, 
but by the millions of Americans who 
benefited from his years of work here 
in the Congress. He had done much, but 
he had much yet that he wanted to do. 

During the last few months alone 
JoHN was deeply involved in many of 
the most difficult issues before the Fi
nance Committee, where I have had the 
privilege of working with him for the 
past 12 years: He was vigorously pro
tecting the Social Security trust funds 
from misuse in the budget accounting 
process by working with Senator MoY
NIHAN and others to establish the 
famed "firewall." 

He showed his concern for those with 
severe health problems, for example 
through his efforts to extend home care 
to the most frail of dialysis patients. 

And, of course, his role as ranking 
member of the Aging Committee and as 
a member of the Pepper Commission 
vividly demonstrated the intensity of 
his commitment to quality health care 
for the elderly, the disabled, and their 
families. 

Today we moved forward with our 
work on health issues in the Finance 
Committee, thinking often of JoHN as 
we will in the days and years to come. 
I think he would be pleased that we are 
launching a series of hearings on one of 
the most challenging problems facing 
the American people and their elected 
officials--access to affordable health 
care for the millions of Americans who 
lack insurance coverage. It was an 
issue in which he had invested himself. 

His compassion was also visible in his 
handling of trade matters. When the 
Finance Committee was working on 
the 1988 Trade Act, in which he played 
a major role, we invited then-Secretary 
of Commerce Baldrige to talk with us 
about possible changes in the anti
dumping and countervailing duty laws. 
During that meeting, JOHN showed an 
extraordinary mastery of the details 
and the legal complexities. But he did 
not see these trade issues just in terms 
of statistics and theories. He was driv
en by their effect on real people and 
their daily lives. In the same vein, he 
was one of the strongest supporters of 
the targeted jobs tax credit. He was a 
good friend and an able Senator. We 
will miss him. 

IN HONOR OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my deep sorrow at 
last week's horrible tragedy that took 
from us a valued friend and colleague, 
Senator JoHN HEINZ. I wish to express 
my heartfelt condolences to his family, 
friends and staff for their heartache 
caused by his untimely death. 

Mr. President, JOHN HEINZ was a hard 
working, energetic and effective Sen
ator, with an acute sense of public 
duty. He fought vigorously for his con
stituents in Pennsylvania, and for 
many issues and ideas in which he be
lieved strongly. 

JoHN HEINZ will be remembered by 
all of us for many reasons. As a mem
ber of the Finance and Banking Com
mittees, he concentrated on halting 
unfair foreign trading practices and 
strengthening the competitive position 
of American industry. He made numer
ous contributions as a member of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 
And he had many exceptional accom
plishments on the Special Committee 
on Aging. 

I, for one, will recall his hard work 
on behalf of the elderly in this country. 
Although he chaired the Special Com
mittee on Aging before I came to this 
body, I came to respect his work as the 
highest ranking Republican member of 
that committee. And I have grown to 
appreciate his many contributions as 
the committee's chairman. 

During the early 1980's when many 
sought to deregulate the nursing home 
industry, JOHN HEINZ refused to jump 
on the bandwagon. He fought to 
achieve a bipartisan compromise that 
not only retained nursing home regula
tion, but also insured the improvement 
of the quality of care that those who 
reside in nursing homes can expect to 
receive. 

JOHN HEINZ was a principal mover in 
the reforms that helped repair the fis
cal condition of the Social Security 
trust funds. Not only was he a member 
of the National Commission on Social 
Security Reform, but he played a lead 
role in pushing the legislation pro
duced by the Commission through both 
the Senate and the House-Senate con
ference committee in 1983. This was a 
contribution of monumental impor
tance to the millions of Americans who 
already receive Social Security bene
fits, and the additional millions who 
expect one day to draw Social Security 
payments. 

He also wrote legislation that 
prompted Medicare peer review organi
zations to evaluate more home-based 
and nursing home care. He documented 
fraud and abuse in the medical device 
industry. And he successfully fought to 
eliminate mandatory retirement in 
most professions. 

JOHN HEINZ played a major role in 
forcing this country to recognize that 
an individual's productive capacity 
does not suddenly disappear upon turn-

ing age 65. Because of his efforts, many 
older Americans are making produc
tive contributions in today's work 
force, rather than being forced to retire 
before they are ready. 

JOHN HEINZ was a strong and influen
tial voice for older Americans. He 
made more contributions to their well 
being than I can describe here today. 
And I am certain he would have been 
an important contributor in many de
bates yet to come, including the debate 
that this Senate must have about long
term health care. 

Mr. President, I will miss JOHN 
HEINZ. But the Senate is a better place 
for his having served here, and I am 
proud to have had the opportunity to 
serve with him. It is a terrible irony 
that a man whose public service em
phasized the quality of life for senior 
citizens should die so young. 

I yield the floor. 
TRIBUTE TO JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
to pay tribute to the memory of JOHN 
HEINZ, a colleague �a�~�d� a friend. As Sen
ator DOLE has pointed out, here was a 
man who had the world at his disposal, 
yet he chose to spend his life helping 
others. 

JOHN HEINZ was a man who never lost 
an election, and his State and the Na
tion are better for the 20 years he 
served in the U.S. Congress. I was for
tunate to have served with JOHN in the 
Senate. I know that he loved this insti
tution, he respected its traditions, and 
he left this body stronger, and richer, 
as a result of his service. 

JoHN HEINZ was never complacent, 
and always compassionate. I had the 
privilege of serving with him on the 
Helsinki Commission and the Aging 
Commission. In his tribute, Senator 
DOLE pointed out that JOHN HEINZ' 
death occurred close to Philadelphia, 
the birthplace of democracy. I can say 
from my work with him on the Hel
sinki Commission that Senator HEINZ 
was committed not only to the concept 
of democracy as we know it in this 
country, but also to the cause of 
human rights and individual freedoms 
throughout the world. 

JOHN's dedication to the elderly was 
legion. Wherever there was a fight for 
better lleal th care for the elderly or for 
greater retirement benefits, JoHN 
HEINZ was in the thick of battle. Other 
colleagues have enumerated Senator 
HEINZ' efforts on behalf of the elderly: 
his actions in combatting age discrimi
nation; his championship of legislation 
against mandatory retirement; his 
fight against nursing home abuse; his 
yeoman's contribution to shoring up 
the Social Security financing system 
in 1983; and his efforts thereafter to re
move Social Security trust funds from 
deficit reduction calculations. On the 
day after his untimely death, Senator 
HEINZ was to have held a field hearing 
of the Senate Special Committee on 
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Aging on Medicare and telephone mar
keting scams targeted against the el
derly. Until the day he died, JoHN 
HEINz was a protector and defender of 
those, who Hubert Humphrey has said, 
are "in the twilight of life." 

"One man of courage," Andrew Jack
son once said, "makes a majority." For 
those of us who had the privilege of 
seeing JoHN HEINZ fiercely defending a 
position, we know that he was a man 
not only of conviction, but of courage. 
Ten years ago when the Reagan admin
istration tried to classify ketchup and 
pickle relish as vegetables in school 
lunches, JoHN stood up to that injus
tice. "This is one of the most ridicu
lous regulations I ever heard of," he 
said, "and I suppose I need not add that 
I know something about ketchup and 
relish." JoHN HEINZ would confront his 
own party, if the cause was just. 

"I do the very best I know how-the 
very best I can; and I mean to keep 
doing so until the end." The words 
were Abraham Lincoln's. Lincoln lived 
those words, and so did JOHN HEINZ. I 
would like to express my sincere con
dolences to Senator HEINZ' wife and his 
three sons. JOHN's devotion to his fam
ily was the most important commit
ment in his life. All of us who had the 
good fortune to know and serve with 
him are richer for that experience. 

A VALUED FRIEND AND COLLEAGUE 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my deep sorrow at 
last week's horrible tragedy that took 
from us a valued friend and colleague, 
Senator JOHN HEINZ. I wish to express 
my heartfelt condolences to his family 
and friends and his staff for their 
heartaches caused by his untimely 
death. 

Mr. President, JOHN HEINZ was a 
hard-working, energetic, and effective 
Senator with an acute sense of public 
duty. He fought vigorously for his con
stituents in Pennsylvania, and for 
many issues and ideas in which he be
lieved strongly. 

JOHN HEINz will be remembered by 
all of us for many reasons. As a mem
ber of the Finance and Banking Com
mittees, he concentrated on halting 
unfair foreign trading practices and 
strengthening the competitive position 
of American industry. He made numer
ous contributions as a member of the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
and he had many exceptional accom
plishments on the Special Committee 
on Aging. 

I, for one, Mr. President, recall his 
hard work O:Q behalf of the elderly in 
this country. Although he chaired the 
Special Committee on Aging before I 
_came to this body, I came to respect 
his work as the highest Republican on 
that panel. I have grown to appreciate 
his many contributions as the commit
tee's chairman. 

During the early 1980's when many 
sought to deregulate the nursing home 
industry, JOHN HEINZ refused to jump 

on the bandwagon. He fought to had only known the name Heinz before 
achieve a bipartisan compromise that that, as so many of us have in this 
not only retained nursing home regula- country. It is a well-known family 
tion, but also ensured the improvement name. 
of the quality of care for those who re- I got a chance to know this man and 
side in nursing homes. to know his wife, Teresa, and to know 

JOHN HEINZ was a principal mover in his boys. They live somewhat close to 
the reforms that helped repair the fis- us. We spent some time exchanging 
cal condition of the Social Security family visits. I must say that in every 
trust funds. Not only was he a member sense of the word, JOHN HEINZ was a 
of the National Commission on Social class act. We worked together on a 
Security Reform, but he played a lead number of pieces of legislation, he 
role in pushing the legislation pro- came from Pennsylvania, I from Ohio. 
duced by the Commission through both We shared mutual concerns about 
the Senate and the House-Senate con- many of the workers who came from 
ference committee in 1983. This was a his State and mine: steel workers, coal 
contribution of monumental impor- workers. 
tance to the millions of Americans who I also found that JoHN was the kind 
already receive Social Security bene- of person with whom you could work, 
fits and the additional millions who ex- with whom you could level. There were 
pect one day to draw Social Security not any games you had to play with 
payments. JOHN. You just had to tell him where 

Senator HEINZ also wrote legislation you were and what was on your mind, 
that prompted medicare peer review and you would get an answer from him 
organizations to evaluate more home- as to what he felt and whether he could 
based and nursing home care. He docu- be with you or against you. We did not 
mented fraud and abuse in the medical always agree, but never was there an 
device industry, and he successfully occasion in which our disagreement 
fought to eliminate mandatory retire- was disagreeable. 
ment in most professions. I cannot think of any person with 

JOHN HEINZ played a major role in whom I have served in the Senate for 
forcing this country to recognize that whom I had more respect. As a matter 
an individual's productive capacity of fact, that respect went to a length 
does not suddenly disappear upon turn- that I do not think has been reached by 
ing age 65. Because of his efforts, many any other Member of this body. 
older Americans are making produc- Though JOHN was from a different po
tive contributions in today's work litical party than I, I urged him at one 
force, rather than being forced to retire point to enter the Presidential sweep
before they are ready. stakes, and I told him that I would 

JOHN HEINZ was a strong and influen- bring him in contact, and I did bring 
tial voice for older Americans. He him in contact, with one of most pres
made more contributions to their well- tigious names in all of Ohio's history, a 
being than I can describe here today. member of the other party whom I felt 
And I am certain he would have been would be on the same wavelength. JOHN 
an important contributor in many de- HEINZ had the capacity and the ability 
bates yet to come, including the debate and the quality and the concern for his 
that this Senate must have about long- fellow man and woman to lead this 
term health care. country not only as a U.S. Senator but 

Mr. President, I will miss JoHN from the President's office as well, and 
HEINz, but the Senate is a better place I made no bones about urging him to 
for his. having served here, and I am do that. That is not to say that I as a 
proud to have had the opportunity to Democrat would have supported him, 
serve with him. It is a terrible irony · but I just believe that this Nation is 
that a man whose public service em- served best if the best of both parties 
phasized the quality of life for senior are offered to people as candidates, and 
citizens should die so young. I thought he represented what I consid-

Mr. President, I, again, want to ex- ered to be the best of the opposite 
tend the condolences not only of my- party. 
self but of my family to the family of He worked hard at the issues in 
JOHN HEINZ. It is even more difficult which he believed. He fought hard for 
when someone dies under such tragic them. He was an able advocate. He was 
circumstances, and we will miss Sen- an able adversary when we were on op-
ator JOHN HEINZ in this body. posite sides of an issue. But he was 

I yield the floor. never anything less than a gentleman. 
Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the There were many times when I wished 

Chair. that he had been a member of the party 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- to which I belong, because I think that 

ator from Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM]. there are few among us who stand out 
THE Loss oF A FRIEND head and shoulders above the rest. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I JOHN HEINZ was that kind of a Senator. 
rise· to address myself to the loss of my The Senate has lost an able col
good friend and colleague, JoHN HEINZ. league. The Nation has lost a tremen
JOHN HEINZ came to the U.S. Senate 4 dous leader. And that wonderful wife of 
days after I did. He came-l think it his, Teresa, and their three boys, have 
was something like January 3, 1977. I lost so much. When we first learned of 
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his death, a tragic one, an unbelievable 
kind of fatality, the first thoughts my 
wife Shirley and I had were of his be
loved Teresa. What a wonderful human 
being she is. We all grieve with her and 
her boys in the loss of their JOHN. We 
want Teresa and the family to know 
that we deeply share their loss. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

THE TRAGIC DEATH OF SENATOR HEINZ 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join 
my colleagues from both sides of the 
aisle in expressing the deep sense of 
loss we feel over the tragic and un
timely death last week of Senator JOHN 
HEINZ. 

I had great respect for Senator HEINZ 
and his many contributions to the Sen
ate and the Nation. It was always a 
special privilege to serve with him and 
work with him in this Chamber during 
the 14 years he was a Member of this 
body. 

Senator HEINZ' death is an enormous 
loss for Congress and the country. He 
was an effective leader on many essen
tial challenges, particularly Social Se
curity and other issues affecting the 
Nation's senoir citizens. He was an out
standing chairman of the Special Com
mittee on Aging from 1981 to 1986, and 
an outstanding Republican leader on 
the committee in the years since then. 
We worked closely together on numer
ous issues relating to Medicare and the 
health needs of elderly Americans, and 
those programs are stronger today be
cause of the tireless commitment and 
hard work of JOHN HEINZ. 

Our colleague was also a dedicated 
champion of civil rights and equal jus
tice under law for all Americans. If we 
are closer to achieving the American 
dream for all our citizens today, it is 
largely because conscientious leaders 
like Senator HEINZ have consistently 
been willing to stand up, often against 
the odds, and speak out for the needs of 
all those who need our help the most. 

I also recall the efforts we made to
gether in recent years on arms control, 
especially our continuing work to re
duce the flow of arms to enemies of Is
rael in the Middle East. 

In all of these and many other en
deavors, our colleague from Pennsylva
nia was a Senator of extraordinary 
ability and dedication. I will miss his 
leadership and his statesmanship, but 
most of all I will miss his friendship 
and the extraordinarily engaging 
warmth of his personality. I am sad
dened by his death, and I extend my 
deepest sympathy to the members of 
his wonderful family. I ask unanimous 
consent that a tribute to Senator 
HEINZ that appeared in the Boston 
Globe last Friday may be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tribute 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Boston Globe, Apr. 5, 1991] 
A CHAMPION OF STEEL AND THE ELDERLY 

(By Michael K. Frisby) 
WASHINGTON.-Sen. John Heinz of Penn

sylvania was a strong advocate for the Amer
ican steel industry and for the concerns of 
the elderly. 

Heinz, 52, who died in a plane crash yester
day, was one of Congress' richest members. 
He also was a liberal Republican who worked 
frequently with Democrats to forge com
promises on issues. 

"He was one of those people who helped 
make the Senate work," said Sen. John 
Kerry. "He was one of those good spirits who 
helped the Senate be a positive place. He and 
I joined together a few months ago to try 
and deal with the special banking problems 
we now face. I'm going to miss him." 

Heinz, an heir to the H. J. Heinz food for
tune, was a strong voice for the environment 
and a former chairman of the Senate Select 
Committee on Aging. 

A native of Pittsburgh, Heinz spent five 
years in the House before running for the 
Senate in 1976, spending $2.9 million of his 
own money to win the election. He would 
have been up for reelection to a fourth term 
in 1994. 

Heinz largely concentrated on issues in
volving the elderly and m:i protecting steel 
from foreign competition. Moreover, he was 
instrumental in persuading the Reagan ad
ministration to negotiate pacts compelling 
exporting nations to curb steel exports to 
America. 

Heinz was the No. 2 Republican on the 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs Com
mittee. He was also the ranking minority 
member of Banking's subcommittee on secu
rities. 

Heinz, said aides to other senators, always 
had a kind word for people he passed in the 
hallways and was well-liked by staffers. 

Sen. Timothy Wirth, a Colorado Democrat, 
attended prep school with Heinz and said of 
his longtime friend: "John Heinz was one of 
the most creative, able people I have ever 
known. His intense intelligence, sparkling 
charm and broad vision combined to make a 
rare and remarkable person. He and Teresa 
were our dearest friends in the Senate and 
for many years before. We will miss him." 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, during 
the years I have been privileged to 
serve in the U.S. Senate I can recall 
few occasions that were more sorrowful 
than the untimely death of our col
league, JOHN HEINZ. While I know there 
is nothing I can do and little I can say 
to ameliorate the distress and heart
ache of the family, friends, and staff of 
Senator HEINZ, I rise today to speak 
because of my deep respect for Senator 
HEINZ. 

He was a man of outstanding ability 
and his credentials were more than 
adequate for any career he might have 
chosen. His talents were especially 
well-suited to the public service career 
that he chose. 

During the two terms that Senator 
HEINZ served in the Senate, he and I 
agreed on some issues, disagreed on 
some issues, and on a few occasions we 
collaborated on some projects. I came 

to know him as a man who had the 
courage to do what he believed was 
right, even in the face of overwhelming 
opposition. I respected his expertise in 
a wide-range field of legislative sub
jects and his ability to maneuver with
in the procedural constraints imposed 
by this legislative body. He will be 
sorely missed. 

Mr. President, I remember too well 
the sorrow I felt as a young man when 
both my parents were killed in an acci
dent. The grieving that accompanied 
the loss of loved ones never ends, but it 
does lesssen with time. It is my heart
felt hope that time will befriend Sen
ator HEINZ' family by softening the 
sharp anguish that I know they are 
feeling now. 

IN MEMORY OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, John 
Heinz' sudden death is a loss to the 
U.S. Senate and to our Nation. He was 
a vibrant, caring human being who 
earned the respect of his peers on both 
sides of the aisle. 

JOHN's career was marked by a com
mitment to the people of Pennsylvania, 
to saving jobs for working families; 
finding a solution to our Nation's 
health care crisis; and protecting the 
elderly from economic ruin. 

As chairman of the Special Commit
tee on Aging, Senator HEINZ led the 
fight to keep Medicare premiums with
in the economic reach of American's 
seniors. He fought to broaden eligi
bility, providing hundreds of thousands 
of Americans with access to needed 
care. And he worked to stop the 
Medigap insurance frauds that stole 
millions of dollars. 

His concern transcended his home 
State. Last fall, he played a critical 
role in getting the Washington area's 
subway system completed. Although 
the subway serves Pennsylvania Ave
nue and not Pennsylvania, Senator 
HEINZ' commitment to building a 21st
century transportation system in the 
Nation's Capital was so great that he 
worked with the Maryland and Vir
ginia delegations-and the administra
tion-to ensure that funding necessary 
for completion was available. 

Senator HEINZ' legacy lives on, in the 
legislation he passed, and in the many 
lives he touched. 

Senator HEINZ could have chosen a 
life of carefree leisure; or stilled his so
cial conscience with an endless series 
of checks and charity balls. Instead, he 
chose to become a U.S. Senator, rolling 
up his sleeves and fighting to meet the 
critical challenges our Nation faces, 
every day. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I do 
not want to be overly long. I want to 
today express my deepest sympathy to 
the family of my friend, JACK HEINZ. I 
will make my remarks about our de
parted former colleague John Tower at 
the proper order on Thursday, so as not 
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to take the time of the body on this 
day. 

All of us are obviously stunned and 
very saddened by his death, but it is 
not grief as much as the celebration of 
his remarkable life that motivates my 
remarks. I think that the thing that 
stuns all of us is that all of us have 
chosen this kind of lifestyle; this is the 
way we do our business-little planes, 
chartering; got to get to this place; 400 
people waiting for you; ice on the 
wings. We have all done that one. 

And then our spouses have often 
waited and wondered about us as we 
finish a talk and somebody says, "We 
have an aircraft for you." You say, 
"Whose is it?" And they say, "You are 
going to like the guy; marvelous 
pilot." So we take those chances and 
they are part of our lives that we have 
chosen. But the sadness of this is it 
seemed that it need not have been. 

Jmrn HEINZ was a great friend of 
mine. He was very kind to me. We 
fished together. We legislated together. 
We laughed together. I have spent time 
in his home in Pennsylvania and in 
Idaho, and he in mine in Wyoming. 

JOHN HEINZ' life could have been very 
much different than the one he chose 
for himself. A man who was not as de
voted to his fellow man and woman 
could have taken the many blessings 
and the many benefits of that life and 
lived a very comfortable and self-grati
fYing type of existence. 

But such a lifestyle was never a real 
option for JOHN. And I interchange 
JOHN and JACK because that is the 
way-1 think someone said once a per
son who is very loved has many names. 
But his strength of character disabused 
that other lifestyle. He did not want 
any part of that. It would not have al
lowed, ever, that he would have ever 
taken the easy road. 

I have never met a person who was a 
more complete person in the sense that 
he was a dazzling skier; a tennis play
er. He flew around the world in a sin
gle-engine plane when he was just a 
young man; just started out and flew 
the world in a little aircraft after he 
got a pilot's license at a very young 
age. This is the kind of person he was. 

He worked, instead, as a public serv
ant, and he constantly demonstrated 
the very finest attributes of selfless
ness in that profession. He worked tire
lessly for the people of his State. And 
when he was taken from us, he was not 
enjoying the full Easter break, which 
some have done. He was working. He 
was delivering to his constituents. He 
was fulfilling his end of the bargain for 
the trust that the State had reposed in 
him, and which he very sacredly cher
ished. 

When it came to Pennsylvanians or 
Pennsylvania industry or the elderly or 
the senior citizens or Social Security, 
there really was no greater advocate. 
The elderly had no better friend on ei
ther side of the aisle, in either body. 

My friend from Arkansas, Senator 
PRYOR, said that so ably today. 

On his last day on the Earth, Senator 
HEINZ was to chair a hearing. He was 
on his way to do that. The purpose was 
to protect the elderly from telephone 
marketing scams. 

So after several years of trying, he 
saw his goal of separating the Social 
Security trust fund from the rest of the 
budget in calculating the deficit be
come a reality. He was relentless, too. 
If he had a legislative goal, you better 
hitch up your belt, because he would 
take on anybody and everybody to do 
just what he believed was right. 

And contrary, I think, to some very 
unfortunate reports-which really dis
appointed me because of the quality of 
the authors of the reports and their re
markable reputations-by folks who do 
not seem to understand this place, 
JOHN HEINZ was very well liked in this 
place. He was no lone wolf. He was not 
isolated. He cared deeply about his col
leagues, and developed some rich and 
strong friendships here. And we will 
hear that tomorrow as our marvelous 
friend from Missouri, Senator JACK 
DANFORTH, gives the eulogy in Pitts
burgh, and then again in the National 
Cathedral on Friday. 

So you can take on whoever you 
want to in this Senate. I have done a 
little of that. You can advocate the 
controversial positions here. I have 
done a little of that. But it is the way 
you do it and the courtesy you extend 
to your colleagues along the way that 
is the real test. And no one ever faulted 
JOHN HEINZ for his civility or for the 
sincerity of his beliefs. But when you 
got into a fray with him, you knew you 
had been dealing with a formidable op
ponent. 

I recall so vividly how, in 1986, I was 
carefully trying to shepherd the Immi
gration Reform and Control Act 
through the Senate. It was a conten
tious piece of legislation, in any event, 
and I felt like I was walking on egg
shells in this area of emotion, fear, 
guilt, and racism. 

When I was managing the bill on our 
side, JOHN HEINZ came out and offered 
his very important but very non
germane amendment regarding the So
cial Security trust fund. The immigra
tion bill had enough problems without 
that contentious amendment attached 
to it, and I remember a very spirited 
exchange between the two of us, right 
here, a few feet away; a very earthy 
and remarkable relation. 

He said, "I did not realize you felt 
quite that strongly about that." And I 
said, "Do you want me to say it 
again?" He said, "No; I think I have 
heard enough." And then that wink, 
and the smile. And he ultimately let 
me proceed, but only after he had the 
opportunity to have a hearing on that 
amendment at some future time. 

Sometimes JACK would win and 
sometimes he would lose. But even 

then you knew he would come back. No 
matter which way it turned out, he 
would walk off the floor with his 
friends-we would walk off together
and as I say give you that quick smile, 
that twinkle of his eyes which said in 
effect to me, "I enjoy the scrap, I enjoy 
the battle, but I equally cherish your 
friendship." That was so typical of my 
friend JOHN HEINZ. When he disagreed 
with you, he was a tough opponent. 
However, when he agreed with you, 
there was no one about better to have 
in your corner. 

So that is why I was particularly 
honored that he served as a deputy 
whip, and why he was particularly ef
fective in that capacity. He regularly 
attended meetings, was always reliable 
in his assistance and, in fact, his last 
speech on the Senate floor was a result 
of his deputy whip activities. 

But there was so much more to JOHN 
than his work in the Senate. As I say, 
I came to know him soon after I ar
rived here. We had a great, great time 
together fishing in the Spruce Creek 
and Pine Creek and Slate Run. We 
spent time together, as I say, in our 
mutual homes. I will always cherish 
those times that we shared-with one 
exception. That was the night he as
sured us that if we fished for German 
browns at 1:30 in the morning that we 
would have some extraordinary deni
zens of the deep that would come for
ward. And Senator JACK DANFORTH and 
I stood there in the water, in the pitch 
dark for about 21/2 hours and finally al
lowed that we did not really like that 
kind of fishing, and that we were not 
about to take any more of it, at which 
he said, "Then you can quit, if you 
want," and we said, "That is exactly 
what we are going to do, quit." He got 
a great chuckle out of that because no
body even got a bite, but he laid into 
one, and we often thought he staked 
that particular fish out. 

Enough. I do not want to take any 
more time as we get ready to conclude. 
But there is an ultimate accounting of 
JoHN's life. It is here in the Senate. It 
is his record. It was so clear that he 
was blessed in so many ways, but it 
was a unique man, only like JOliN 
HEINZ, who could take as many bless
ings, material, physical, mental, his 
God-given talents, and use them to im
prove the lives of so many who were 
not as fortunate. I do not know any
body that did it more beautifully. 

It would have been easy to allow 
those blessings to primarily benefit 
himself and his family. Instead he 
shared them in his service to his fellow 
inan. And he made some great con
tributions to the elderly of this Nation. 
He worked diligently to improve our 
Nation's health care and to improve 
our trade policy, and he had a passion
ate love of life. He was a lover and col
lector of art and a man of letters and 
learning. 
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My life is richer for having shared a 

portion with him and his dear and re
markable wife, Teresa-such a remark
able woman: A mother, a wife, a fellow 
campaigner with him, a dazzling and 
magnificent woman-and three wonder
ful sons, who will carry on the tradi
tion in the most magnificent way, 
John and Andre and Christopher. Andre 
was a page here on this floor about a 
year ago. Christopher had just been 
told that he had been admitted to Yale 
University hours before this tragedy. 
And he said: "I've got to tell Dad." But 
he never had that opportunity. 

Of course, JoHN would have been very 
thrilled that this fine young man was 
going to go on with his education. And 
John and Andre and Christopher are 
going to go on in the same way, doing 
things for others with their passionate 
love of life and in memory of their fa
ther. I am not putting that on a burden 
basis. They will do that because that is 
the way they have been raised. 

So we will miss this man. He has 
made the Senate a better institution 
and America a better place. To Teresa, 
John, Andre, and Christopher-spar
kling people-they will go on. The pain 
will lessen. So, to them our sympathy 
and our love and may God keep him in 
His loving caring. 

IRAQI REFUGEES 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 

speak of a situation in the Middle East 
today, and that is the human tragedy 
of terrible proportions that is occur
ring in Iraq. Hundreds of thousands of 
Kurds and Shiites and other refugees 
are fleeing Saddam Hussein's tyranny. 
They are seeking sanctuary in Turkey, 
in Iran, and some in occupied Iraq. 
There are reports that thousands of 
men and women and children are being 
injured and many perishing in the icy 
mountain passes leading into Turkey 
or in the squalid and Qvercrowded refu
gee camps in Turkey and Iran. 

I praise President Bush's decision to 
send emergency food and other aid to 
.these refugees, including the air drops 
from our U.S. military aircraft. But we 
all know that these air drops can sus
tain only a handful of the masses that 
are streaming out of Iraq. The United 
Nations and individual countries like 
Britain and France are also responding 
to the genocidal savagery that Hussein 
is using against his very own people. 

But as so often in the case of these 
all too familiar tragedies-like the 
countries of Africa and Asia are prone 
�t�o�-�u�n�f�o�r�t�~�n�a�t�e�l�y� too little comes too 
late for thousands of these suffering 
refugees. 

My information is that the Emer
gency Refugee and Migration Account 
at the State Department now has less 
than $40 million. In fact, much of that 
is already committed to meet urgent 
needs of thousands of starving refugees 

in the horn of Africa and Southeast 
Asia, and sub-Sahara Africa. 

Funds that might be available to 
help the Kurds and the Shiites and oth
ers who are fleeing murder, torture, 
brutality, and starvation in Iraq are 
just not adequate. We know that. But 
yet the United States has to provide 
large-scale immediate and effective 
help for these suffering people. 

I urge President Bush to submit an 
emergency supplemental request for 
these refugees now. As chairman of the 
Foreign Operation Subcommittee with 
jurisdiction over the Emergency Refu
gee and Migration Account, I pledge 
my cooperation to help move an emer
gency supplemental for the Iraqi refu
gees to the President's desk without 
delay. 

We know that the Kurds and the Shi
ites claim the rebellion against Hus
sein was at the urging of the Bush ad
ministration. President Bush said he 
never gave these oppressed people any 
reason to believe that the United 
States would intervene on their behalf. 
That is not the debate. That issue no 
longer even matters. Let the historians 
sort out the arguments later on. 

The brutal reality is that those who 
rebelled are paying a terrible price for 
their courage. To remain in Iraq under 
Saddam's control means more killings, 
more torture, more savagery. They 
have no choice but to flee. Their only 
hope is that they might get help from 
the world community. It is one of those 
times in history for American good will 
and generosity to come forth. 

Mr. President, as we recall, at the 
height of the Desert Storm bombing, 
we were spending perhaps as much as a 
billion dollars a day to wreak destruc
tion. Let us now spend a fraction of 1 
day of that amount to save the lives of 
the people who had the courage to 
stand up against their Government, 
hoping to depose the dictator who re
mains in control of their country. 

Is there any American who, when 
they watch these pictures, when they 
watch a mother carrying a badly 
burned child, when they see families 
walking through the icy streams, when 
they see children scratching, trying to 
find another little twig to burn to keep 
warm, when they see whole families 
huddled together in the cold hoping 
they may all be alive the next day and 
not frozen to death, is there one single 
American who would not be willing to 
help? I doubt it very much. 

We helped during the war. The Unit
ed States spent an enormous amount of 
money. Let us be willing to spend at 
least a tiny fraction of that to help the 
people who are still suffering under the 
oppression that we fought against in 
Desert Storm. It is what America is 
best at. It is something that we can do 
well. Let us show the rest of the world 
once again the difference between Sad
dam Hussein and us. Let us go to their 

aid. It can be done. It should be done. 
I hope it will be done soon. 

THE KURDISH TRAGEDY 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I would 

like at this point to address a problem 
which a few others have discussed al
ready this afternoon, and that is the 
tragedy involving the Kurds as they at
tempt an exodus from the Kurdish 
areas of Iraq. 

It is gratifying that the United 
States has decided to recognize the fact 
that events in Iraq are leading toward 
what is potentially one of the great, 
politically induced disasters of our 
time. Our contribution of the resolu
tion of this issue, however, is to this 
point minuscule in relation to the di
mensions of the problem and also in re
lation to our responsibility for these 
events. Moreover, we arl' still con
centrating on immediate next steps 
while continuing to ignore the long
term requirements of a solution. 

All figures are suspect, and we must 
use a great deal of caution when deal
ing with the estimates of other govern
ments. Nevertheless, a snapshot of how 
things stand at this moment would 
look something like this: Perhaps 
300,000 Kurds have crossed into Turkey 
and almost a like number are located 
in border regions of nearby Iraq. Iran 
has accepted about 300,000 Kurds also 
and says it is preparing to admit about 
200,000 more. Iran has also received 
about 40,000 refugees from the southern 
regions of Iraq. Finally, there are per
haps 15,000 to 20,000 J:,ersons currently 
located in the part of southern Iraq 
presently controlled by the coalition. 

An international relief effort of some 
dimension is now being organized for 
the relief of Kurds who have fled to the 
vicinity of Turkey. Whether that relief 
effort will arrive in time and in the 
amounts needed to stave off the threat 
of immediate disaster is an open ques
tion. It is also an extremely heavy re
sponsibility for the world community 
but in particular for the wealthy na
tions of the world-! might add espe
cially for nations like Kuwait and 
Saudi Arabia, on whose salvation the 
Kurds' resistance was focused in the 
immedaiate past. 

Meanwhile, so far as I know, there is 
no similar response under way to aid 
those who have fled in the direction of 
Iran. Now that the Government of Iran 
has asked for this assistance, it ought 
to be provided with the same sense of 
urgency as the aid now moving toward 
the Iraq-Turkish border region. Cer
tainly, if there was ever a moment for 
the world to respond to an Iranian re
quest, this is it. 

Meanwhile, attention is being fo
cused on the proposal from Prime Min
ister Major of the United Kingdom for 
enclaves in which refugees could find 
safety and relief. That is an excellent 
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idea but it has ramifications and limi
tations which have not yet been ex
plored. I doubt, for example, that it is 
possible to set up enclaves in very shal
low areas along the Turkish and Ira
nian borders. There is no infrastruc
ture there; no way to mount a relief ef
fort for so many people. The logistics 
of this problem have their own iron 
logic. Any such enclave must be deep 
enough to encompass towns which can 
then serve as the focal point for mas
sive relief efforts. 

I believe therefore that the enclaves 
concept probably requires us to think 
in terms of a fairly deep region extend
ing well into the Kurdish regions of 
Iraq, and therefore right back within 
reach of Saddam Hussein's forces. If I 
am correct in this assumption, then 
the survival of hundreds of thousands 
of men, women, and children depends 
precisely upon being able to create 
zones of safety and relief that cannot 
exist without the cooperation of the 
Iraqi Government. 

The idea of enclaves does not there
fore allow us to �d�~�l�a�y� consideration of 
precisely the one issue which the ad
ministration has not wanted to face; 
that is, what exactly do we expect of 
the Government of Iraq in order to 
allow this crisis to be resolved on 
terms we can live with as a principled 
people, and what actions are we pre
pared to take if they will not? 

In my opinion, we have several tools 
at our disposal. First, the Secretary 
General has been authorized to involve 
himself in this issue by Resolution 688. 

Second, Resolution 678, which au
thorized the use of force, also clearly 
and for reasons that are certainly valid 
now, spoke of the need not merely to 
force Iraqi troops out of Kuwait, but to 
take such steps as would be needed to 
restore international peace and secu
rity in the region. Certainly, a mass 
flight of peoples such as has now oc
curred constitutes a threat to security 
in the region well within the sense of 
this language. 

Third, there is Saddam Hussein's own 
declaration of amnesty, which opens 
the door to hard-nosed conditions for 
outside supervision of any such am
nesty within the area of a declared en
clave. Since Saddam Hussein has so 
spectacularly demonstrated that he is 
far from honest in declarations of this 
sort, the world community must ad
dreBB itself to enforcing the sincerity of 
that declaration. 

Let me make sure that I am perfectly 
understood on the latter point about 
these enclaves. If my assumptions are 
correct, an enclave big enough to be 
able to sustain the refugee population 
we now have must extend to some 
depth within the Kurdish areas of Iraq. 
At its farthest reaches nearest the bor
ders of Turkey and Iraq, Saddam Hus
sein's power is attenuated, weakened, 
and blunted. 

But the farther down into the Kurd
ish areas of Iraq this enclave reaches 
the more within Saddam Hussein's grip 
it is, and consequently the more clear
ly we have to deal with his behavior. 

If we do not push this issue hard at 
the United Nations, exerting the kind 
of leadership we did in order to assem
ble backing for the use of force, it will 
not be possible to deal with the present 
crisis effect! vely. As was also the case 
then, we must be prepared to exert new 
and extra forms of pressure on Iraq to 
secure the kind of compliance we re-
quire. · 

By this, I certainly do not mean that 
we should stop the withdrawal of our 
troops, but I do have some other ideas 
to offer. Specifically, No. 1, we should 
still demand an end to those helicopter 
flights. If anything can enable Saddam 
Hussein to pursue the Kurds into the 
mountains, it will be helicopter 
gunships. That has already been dem
onstrated. 

There is still something to be gained 
by taking this step, late as it is. And it 
is worth noting again, Mr. President, 
that the terms of the cease-fire explic
itly prohibited the use of helicopter 
gunships for the purpose to which they 
are now being put. The spokesman for 
the State Department, when pressed 
after the slaughter became evident, 
said, "Is our policy ambiguous? Yes." 

Mr. President, by that time, the ad
ministration, exercising its authority 
in these circumstances to establish pol
icy on behalf of the country, granted in 
effect a specific easement to allow the 
helicopter gunships to be used to 
slaughter the Kurds. They knew it was 
going on day after day, and from re
ports as late as yesterday, it is still 
going on; as late as yesterday. 

We have the power to order them to 
stay on the ground. Everybody is aware 
of what is at stake. But some are reluc
tant to take the step because they are 
afraid of a straw man. The straw man 
says that if we shoot down the heli
copter gunships, then we are on a slip
pery slope which leads to the introduc
tion of U.S. ground forces, and then on 
to our entanglement in an internal 
civil war. Nonsense. 

As recently as this Nation's superb 
achievement during the Persian Gulf 
war, we demonstrated the capacity to 
make careful, even subtle, judgments 
in holding together an international 
coalition and exerting force with preci
sion, with devastating effect, and 
avoiding complications that were 
there, were obvious, and were dealt 
with. 

This straw man should not be al
lowed to prevent us from saving the 
lives of these people. It was wrong to 
allow these gunships to fly. We should 
stop these flights now. 

Second, we should remind Iraq that 
failure to comply with Resolution 688 
can lead to a Security Council rec
ommendation to the General Assembly 

that Iraqi membership in the United 
Nations either be suspended or even, in 
the extreme case, revoked. If anyone 
thinks that these are relatively mild 
threats for Saddam Hussein, I believe 
the connection could be made that 
these are steps toward the point at 
which at least some important mem
bers of the United Nations may ques
tion whether an Iraq that can only be 
held together by extreme violence can 
ever be regarded as other than a threat 
not only to its own people but to its re
gion. 

Third, the United States, acting for 
itself, should consider whether or not 
to warn Iraq that failure to allow this 
matter to be settled in a humane way 
could increase the chance that assist
ance will reach the Kurdish rebels of a 
sort that would even the odds should 
they confront a much less powerful 
Iraqi Army in the future. And by this, 
I do not mean, again, the straw man 
which has been asserted, that we would 
then become entangled in the internal 
affairs of Iraq. 

Mr. President, the argument that we 
should not involve ourselves in the in
ternal affairs of Iraq is being made now 
at a time when, as has been noted by 
one acute observer: 

We control and occupy 20 percent of the 
territory of Iraq; at a time when we control 
totally 100 percent of the airspace of Iraq; at 
a time when we propose, in concert with the 
other members of the coalition, to control 
100 percent of the flow of oil out of Iraq and 
take such percentage of its oil revenues as 
we deem appropriate in order to satisfy war 
reparations; at a time when we, in concert 
with others, propose to regulate every single 
import Iraq seeks from the rest of the world 
community. 

So the assertion that we do not wish 
to interfere in the internal affairs of 
Iraq when it comes to preventing the 
slaughter of tens of thousands of peo
ple-and potentially, even more-that 
complaint, that excuse seems a little 
hollow. 

Fourth, the United States, acting for 
itself, should make clear that we in
tend to apply the sanctions to their 
maximum extent short of denying the 
necessities of life to the people of Iraq; 
not just until Saddam Hussein is gone, 
but until such time as a new govern
ment is formed which takes account of 
the human rights and political rights 
of Iraqi citizens. 

As to the question, what kind of gov
ernment-again, a straw man-the an
swer is, the design is not up to us, but 
the world community will know it 
when it sees it by the absence of the 
kind of terror now going on, and, until 
then, Iraq should not expect an easing 
of the sanctions beyond the level nec
essary for humanitarian reasons. 

Fifth, the United States, having 
taken the step of ending our present 
state of involvement with Saddam Hus
sein's survival, should begin to press 
for the establishment of an inter
national fact-finding tribunal to record 
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and analyze what can be learned of 
Iraqi behavior in Kuwait and during 
the current uprising. If these crimes 
are allowed to be hidden, believe me, 
we will again see processions of world 
leaders heading to Baghdad one day to 
shake Saddam Hussein's hand or the 
equally bloody hand of some Baathist 
lieutenant who succeeds him in control 
of the very same apparatus of terror 
and oppression of which Saddam Hus
sein is the principal, but not the only, 
architect. 

Mr. President, there are many com
plex legal and ethical issues involved 
here. Whole new chapters of inter
national law are about to be written. 
Let us focus, however, on certain im
mediate realities. Thousands upon 
thousands of lives are in our hands. We. 
have the authority and international 
law to engage the United Nations in 
this matter. We have the authority and 
the Security Council resolutions to de
fine conditions that will avert disaster. 
We have the power to impose these 
�c�o�n�d�i �~ �i�o�n�s�.� What we do not yet have is 
the one ingredient without which all 
else is inert and useless, and that is 
American leadership. Hopefully, 
though delayed, it will eventually be 
provided. 

(The remarks of Mr. GoRE pertaining 
to the introduction of S. 95 are located 
in today's RECORD under "Statements 
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu
tions.") 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CONRAD). The Senator from New York 
is recognized. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. MOYNIHAN per

taining to the introduction of S. 786 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

CFTC LEGISLATION 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as the 

Senate knows, we had hoped to go to 
the CFTC legislation today. In fact, it 
was announced 3 weeks ago at our cau
cus that we would try to do it today. 

I know the majority leader has done 
everything possible to bring that bill 
up. I know that there are some who 
still have concerns about it and object 
to it coming up. 

Let me just state, Mr. President, 
that for almost 3 years, we wanted to 
bring up the CFTC reauthorization. 
Many of us, myself included, have seen 
the,. problems, and sometimes even 
some of the scandals that have oc
curred in commodities trading. I 
should note, incidentally, that the vast 
majority of men and women involved 
in that business are honest, ethical, 
hard working people. But those who 
are unscrupulous have been able to 
work through a number of existing 
loopholes. 

We have fashioned a bill that closes 
those loopholes. We have fashioned a 

bill that allows the oversight agency to 
enforce the rules and to stop fraud. But 
that bill cannot even get on to the 
floor of the U.S. Senate. And I want to 
make one thing clear: One of these 
days if we see a scandal break, a scan
dal that could have been avoided by 
passage of this legislation, let there be 
no doubt that I was ready to go with 
that legislation today, just as I was 
last year. I want to make it very clear 
that every member of the Senate Agri
culture Committee, Republican and 
Democrat alike, is ready to go with 
that piece of legislation. It was voted 
unanimously out of our committee. 

If there are parts of the bill Senators 
do not like, then as part of the demo
cratic process-vote against it. Or offer 
a better amendment. I will not try to 
preclude any amendments. Take up the 
amendments, and vote them up or vote 
them down. But let us not hold up im
portant legislation like that, especially 
if it is solely because of the personal
ities of some within the executive 
branch. The American people deserve 
strong legislative oversight, just as 
they deserve strong, tough laws to pro
tect the financial and commercial mar
kets of this country. 

I do not want it said someday when 
we find there is a scandal in this indus
try, "Why didn't Congress do any
thing?" We cannot sit back and wait 
and wait and then when something 
happens have every Senator running 
down to the floor with an immediate 
solution saying, "here is what we 
should have done." We can do it today 
or we can do it the day after tomorrow. 

I commend the majority leader, who 
has tried mightily to bring up this 
piece of legislation. I commend those 
Senators who have worked so hard
Republicans and Democrats alike, in 
many committees, not just my own Ag
riculture Committee-to bring this leg
islation to the floor. 

I do not want any of those who may 
be delaying it now, those who are un
willing to vote it up or down, and un
willing to bring up alternative amend
ments, to come to the Senate floor if 
there is a scandal asking, "Why hasn't 
Congress done something?" 

I am giving fair warning. Now is the 
time to do something. Sometimes we 
allow matters to get out of hand in this 
country-the executive branch has and 
so has Congress. We do not have to. Let 
us push aside special interests of what
ever nature-political, commercial, or 
economic, and push aside the egos of 
those within the executive branch who 
may be more concerned about their 
own position and their own power than 
they are of the common good. Let us go 
forward with something America 
needs. Not what a lobby group needs, 
not what an individual's ego needs, not 
what Republicans or Democrats need, 
but what America needs. Let us get the 
CFTC bill up here and let us get it 
passed. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

THE REFUGEE CRISIS IN IRAQ 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, on 

January 12 of this year, I voted to give 
the President the power to go to war 
against Saddam Hussein. I did so be
lieving Kuwait must be liberated. But, 
most important, I cast my vote believ
ing the evil of Saddam Hussein must be 
destroyed. 

I said in my speech in this Chamber 
on that important day "international 
morality * * * is at stake." A victory 
by Saddam would have been a victory 
of anarchy over order, war over peace, 
brutality over liberty, immorality over 
morality. 

We achieved our goal of liberating 
Kuwait. And we achieved our goal of 
diminishing Saddam's capacity to wage 
war against any neighbor for years to 
come. For that, the American people 
and people and nations around the 
world are grateful to President Bush 
and to our heroic troops, all of whom 
performed magnificently. 

But has international morality been 
restored? Has Saddam been truly de
feated? One look at the anguished faces 
of the refugees struggling to escape 
Saddam's terrorism-one look at the 
bruised, bloodied, and burned faces of 
Kurdish children-tells us that the im
morality of Saddam Hussein continues 
to snuff out innocent lives within Iraq, 
even if it no longer threatens our own. 

Saddam cannot wage war upon his 
neighbors. He no longer controls the 
fourth largest army in the world. But 
he still controls one of the most brutal 
armies in the world. He can and does 
attack the innocent, defenseless people 
of Iraq: the Kurds in the north, the Shi
ite Moslems in the south, indeed any 
citizen who dares challenge his rule. It 
is being reported today that Iraqi 
forces massacred 2,000 to 3,000 people in 
the village of Kara Henjir alone this 
week. Up to 2 million Kurds are refu
gees and may face starvation if their 
needs are not met. Every hour more 
and more Kurds die from exposure, dis
ease, malnutrition, and injuries suf
fered at the hands of Iraqi troops. 

In the face of such terrible news, it 
must be said: Final victory in the gulf. 
cannot be proclaimed until Saddam is 
gone from power and his regime no 
longer engages in the mass murder of 
innocent Iraqi people. 

During the gulf war, we saw televised 
images of Iraqis decrying the allied 
bombing. We now know much of that 
was stage-managed propaganda, de
signed to weaken our resolve. In the 
real world of Iraq, millions of its citi
zens must fervently pray for the final 
defeat of Saddam Hussein. I understand 
why we ceased hostilities just a few 
short weeks ago. But frankly, I believe 
our troops would have received a hero's 
welcome throughout much of Iraq had 
they marched f'!rther into that nation. 
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Few advocated continuing the war-1 
did not-but it is becoming clearer that 
many people in Iraq actually wanted us 
to do more. They wanted us to free 
them from Saddam 's evil rule. 

But the United Nations did not man
date the liberation of Iraq. Marching 
all the way to Baghdad was not part of 
the mission of Operation Desert Storm. 
One Saddam Hussein recognized that 
fact; once he saw that his troops and 
even his helicopters could operate free
ly throughout all but the southern por
tion of the country that we occupied, 
he moved swiftly. He has taken full ad
vantage of the cessation of hostilities 
to consolidate his hold on his country, 
a hold that was in doubt following the 
war, thanks to Shiite and Kurdish re
bellion&-rebellions overtly encouraged 
by the United States. 

We defeated Saddam's army, liber
ated Kuwait, occupied part of Iraq, and 
encouraged the Iraqi people to rebel 
against Saddam Hussein, all because 
we saw in Saddam the kind of evil that 
once before in this century created a 
Holocaust and threatened the security 
of the civilized world. Do we have the 
moral right now to stand silently by as 
Saddam butchers thousands of inno
cent Iraqi men, women, and children? 

I did not speak out and vote for the 
use of force against Saddam Hussein on 
January 12 only to remain silent on 
April 9 while Saddam's murderous ram
page rages on. 

I believe the United States must pur
sue final victory over Saddam. We 
must use all reasonable diplomatic, 
economic, and military means to 
achieve his removal from power. Until 
that end is realized, the peace and sta
bility of the region will not have been 
fully accomplished. 

If we do not act, if we neglect our 
duty to humanity, we would, as Dwight 
Eisenhower once said in speaking 
about a failure to confront evil in the 
world, "outrage our own conscience. In 
the eyes of those who suffer injustice 
we would become partners with their 
oppressors. •• 

There is more, much more, we can 
and should do now to confront the evil 
of Saddam Hussein and avert further 
loss of innocent lives. 

First, we must dramatically expand 
our airlift operation to feed, clothe, 
and shelter the enormous refugee popu
lations created by Saddam's aggres
sion, within and outside of Iraq. That 
humanitarian response to a tragedy of 
historic proportions is something the 
world community simply must under
take with all possible speed. 

Second, the President should declare 
that Iraqi helicopters will be shot down 
if they fly. That is our policy for Iraqi 
fixed-wing aircraft. That should be our 
policy for helicopters. Such action 
would not in itself lead to rebel vic
tories over Saddam. But we could, in 
that simple step, end one horrific tool 
of Saddam's suppression of the Iraqi 

people. We could, in short, save many 
lives. 

Third, we should encourage passage 
of a new Security Council resolution as 
proposed by British Prime Minister 
John Major. That resolution would cre
ate U.N.-sponsored "safe havens" with
in Iraq to provide immediate relief for 
the beleaguered refugees. But there 
will be no safe havens unless their safe
ty is assured by a military presence or 
capability. The security of those buffer 
zones must be protected by the use of 
force if they are violated. One thing we 
have learned about Saddam is that he 
will respect nothing unless compelled 
to do so by the threat of force, or the 
actual use of force. 

Fourth, we must consider such a 
threat or use of force to stop the 
wholesale slaughter of mass numbers of 
civilians even outside the safe havens. 
While we should not become militarily 
involved in a civil war in Iraq, we have 
an obligation to prevent the creation of 
new "killing fields." We have a duty to 
protect the truly innocent from annihi
lation at the hands of a modern, 
mechanized army. 

Fifth, at some point the concept of 
safe havens must be transformed into a 
policy of safe passage home for the 
Kurds and other refugees of Saddam's 
aggression. Some way of assuring that 
the Iraqi refugees can return home 
without being strafed or bombed must 
be worked out by the United Nations. 
We cannot tolerate the long-term insti
tutionalization of refugee camps. The 
refugees of Iraq deserve to go home and 
live in peace. 

Sixth, we should make clear to Iraq 
that all costs associated with the refu
gee problem will be added to the bill 
Iraq owes the world community as are
sult of Saddam's aggression. Saddam 
and his clique must realize that every 
action they take against their own peo
ple will delay their ability to rejoin the 
community of nations and rebuild their 
nation. Frankly, I cannot see letting 
Iraq reconstitute its normal oil export 
business as long as Saddam remains in 
power. 

Finally, if Saddam manages to sur
vive in the months ahead, we should re
alize that getting him out of power 
may involve providing more than just 
verbal support for the Kurdish rebels 
and others who seek to establish a le
gitimate government in Baghdad. 
While the logistics of providing mili
tary and financial aid to rebels are 
complex, the concept must be explored. 

There are those who say that all this 
discussion about what to do with Sad
dam Hussein and the refugees of Iraq is 
fruitless, because we have no business 
meddling in the internal affairs of a 
sovereign nation. 

Iraq has sovereignty. But Saddam Hussein 
does not. We have no obligation to consider 
him, or treat him, as a legitimate head of 
state. He is a thug, a terrorist who is claiming 

to rule a nation, not a legitimate ruler in his 
own right. 

We have every right to come to the aid of 
Iraqi people who want to be rid of this criminal 
and who want to restore a legitimate govern
ment in Iraq. We have a right and an obliga
tion to use our influence at the United Nations, 
among our coalition partners, and through our 
military supremacy to rid Iraq and the world of 
Saddam Hussein so that the difficult path to
ward peace and security in the region will not 
be littered with the corpses of thousands-per
haps millions-of innocent victims of 
Saddam's evil rule. 

The liberation of Kuwait has been achieved. 
But the work of the community of nations will 
not be done until the liberation of Iraq from 
Saddam Hussein is also won. 

Frankly, I cannot imagine us allowing Iraq to 
begin selling its oil again on world markets so 
long as Saddam Hussein leads that country. 

Finally, if Saddam manages to survive in the 
months ahead, we should realize that getting 
him out of power, which must remain our goal, 
may involve providing more than just verbal 
support for the Kurdish rebels and the Shiite 
rebels, and others who seek to establish a le
gitimate government in Baghdad. 

I understand that the logistics of providing 
military and financial aid to rebels are com
plex, but it is a concept that we must actively 
explore. There are those who say all this dis
cussion about what to do with Saddam Hus
sein and the refugees of Iraq is fruitless be
cause we have no business meddling in the 
internal affairs of a sovereign nation. Iraq has 
sovereignty but Saddam Hussein does not. 
We have no obligation to consider him or treat 
him as a legitimate head of state. He is a ter
rorist who rules by brutal force. He is not a le
gitimate ruler in his own right, chosen by his 
own people. We have every right to come to 
the aid of the Iraqi people who want, clearly, 
to be rid of this criminal and who want to re
store a legitimate government in Baghdad. 

We have a right and an obligation to use 
our influence within the United Nations, among 
our coalition partners and through our military 
supremacy, to rid Iraq and the world of Sad
dam Hussein so that the difficult path toward 
peace and security and stability in that region 
will not be littered with the bodies of thou
sands, perhaps millions of innocent victims of 
Saddam's rule. 

The liberation of Kuwait has been achieved, 
but the work of the community of nations will 
not be done until the liberation of Iraq from 
Saddam Hussein is also won. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator 

from Maryland. 

AMAZING GRACE CUBIE OF 
SAUGUS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to take this opportunity to 
honor a native Baystater, Mrs. Grace 
Cubie of Saugus, MA, who was recently 
featured in a front-page story in the 
Saugus Advertiser entitled "Amazing 
Grace Still Heads Class." 

The article recognizes the impressive 
contributions by Grace Cubie to many 
communi ties in Massachusetts during 
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her long and remarkable career in edu
cation. She was born in Haverhill on 
January 30, 1907. The daughter of a 
local builder, she attended what was 
then called Bridgewater Normal School 
for 2 years, and then returned to Haver
hill, where she was a teacher for the 
next two decades. Later, she taught in 
Williamstown, in Vermont, and in 
Manchester-by-the-Sea, and completed 
her career in Saugus, retiring at the 
age of70. 

We often forget that it is the millions 
of Americans doing important but 
uncelebrated jobs who rarely make the 
front page but who make this Nation 
what it is. In her remarkable teaching 
career, spanning 45 years, Grace Cubie 
taught every elementary school grade. 
Over a thousand former pupils whose 
lives she touched have learned to read, 
do math, identify the capitals of all 50 
States, and most of all become good 
citizen&-becakse they were students of 
"Amru .. ing Graef . " 

In addition, she was a mentor and 
role ·nodel to thousands more children. 
For over 20 years, she was also super
intendent of her church's Sunday 
school, helping to shape the lives of an
other 200 students each year. During 
summers, she taught or directed her 
church's vacation bible school, teach
ing hundreds more children. 

Mrs. Cubie was more than a teacher 
of students. She was a seeker of stu
dents as well. She did not just wait for 
Sunday school students to arrive. On 
Sunday mornings, she would drive from 
home to home, through all types of 
neighborhoods, to pick up the chil
dren-waking them up and even dress
ing them if necessary. 

"Amazing Grace" is a particularly 
fitting description of Grace Cubie. 
Committed to her pupils, inspired by 
her faith, she has lived a life of ex
traordinary service to others. 

Today, her son James Cubie carries 
on that tradition of service, and all of 
us in the Senate are privileged to work 
with him as chief counsel of the Agri
culture Committee. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle in the Saugus Advertiser on this 
remarkable woman and remarkable 
teacher in Massachusetts may be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Saugus Advertiser, Mar. 14, 1991] 

AMAZING GRACE STILL HEADS CLASS 
(By Richard Ierardi) 

Grace Cubie, 84, a resident of Austin Court, 
has lived an amazing life-which may be why 
some people call her "Amazing Grace." 

She has been a member of the Cliftondale 
Nazarene Church for 18 years, and still gives 
the missionary talk once a month with the 
help of Austin Court neighbor John Henigan, 
an artist whose lllustrations she uses. 

Sunday she talked on the closeness of 
Islam, Judaism and Christianity, all prod
ucts of the Middle East and each a mono
theistic religion. 

Mrs. Cubie taught school for 18 years in 
Saugus, starting at the Emerson and retiring 
in 1975 from the Waybright. She was a teach
er for 45 years in all. 

She taught first in Haverhill for 20 years, 
where she met and married the Rev. James 
M. Cubie, a Congregational minister who had 
come from Scotland and was pastoring a 
Nazarene church. 

The Rev. Cubie's first wife had died in Ha
verhill, leaving him with six children. Grace 
and her husband had a seventh child whom 
they named James. 

The Cubies moved to Vermont in 1940 
where James pastored a church until 1956, 
when they came to Lynn. The Rev. Cubie re
tired in 1961 and died in 1962. 

The Cubie children have become a family 
of professional people and world-travelers. 

The eldest, the Rev. Alexander Cubie, just 
retired as a church pastor. A sister, Agnes 
Rogers, teaches at Haverhill High School. 

Dr. David Cubie is a professor of the Bible 
in Ohio. Catherine Taylor is a saleswoman in 
Florida. 

The Rev. Anne Rearick pastors a church in 
New York and Robert Cubie is a journalist 
for the Brockton Enterprise. 

James is a lawyer for the U.S. Senate's Ag
riculture, Nutrition and Forestry Commit
tee. He has most recently returned from the 
USSR and Belgium. 

Curiously, James broke his leg on a skiing 
trip in British Columbia at the exact hour on 
the same day-1:30 Sunday afternoon, Feb. 
17-that Grace fell and broke her arm on a 
sidewalk. 

Grace is proud of her family. A grandson 
shows promise as a writer, and a grand
daughter taught English in a church high 
school in Japan. 

"My life has been real happy," says Grace. 
"The Lord has been with me, helped me and 
given me grace for every moment." 

BANGOR WELCOMES HOME THE 
TROOPS 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, as this 
past weekend was declared by Presi
dent Bush as a time of national 
thanksgiving to mark the end of the 
Persian Gulf war, I would like to take 
a moment to recognize the efforts of 
my hometown of Bangor, ME, in wel
coming home our valiant troops. 

Anyone who has recently watched 
the national news is well aware of the 
thousands of Maine residents who have 
turned out at Bangor International 
Airport to cheer our fighting men and 
women at their first homecoming stop 
in the United States. 

The patriotic response of the Bangor 
community is truly commendable. For 
many, the rousing cheers and smiling 
faces that our troops have received in 
Bangor have come to symbolize the ap
preciation of the entire Nation. 

One soldier wrote to the Bangor 
Daily News: 

There are not enough words to express my 
gratitude to the people of Bangor and the 
surrounding area for the warm reception we 
received. We had been told that the folks 
back home, for the most part, supported the 
troops deployed in the region, but we were 
not prepared for your magnificent show of 
patriotism and friendship. 

Another soldier wrote that the recep
tion he received "will be remembered 
as the best homecoming ever for me." 

An estimated 40 percent of all U.S. 
troops returning from the Persian Gulf 
have come through Bangor Inter
national Airport, making it the largest 
port of entry in the country. 

The welcoming crowds at Bangor 
International have ranged from 200 to 
1,500 and many people have not missed 
an incoming flight. One heroic woman, 
Sheila Dean of Orono, ME, has spina 
bifida but still does her best to attend 
every homecoming. Ms. Dean spends 
$15 on oneway cab fare to the airport 
and once stayed 40 hours to greet a se
ries of incoming flights. Another Main
er, City Councilor Marshall Frankel, 
told me he has personally met more 
than 50 flights. 

The crowds include relatives of those 
in uniform, young children seeking 
autographs from the returning heroes, 
and veterans of past wars, some of 
whom are extending a welcome they 
wish they had received and others who 
can remember another time when the 
Nation honored all of its returning sol
diers. Many people at the airport gath
erings, both greeters and soldiers alike, 
are in tears. I know that all Americans 
are touched by the return of our 
troops, but it gives me a special meas
ure of pride to see the true character of 
my home State on display. 

I commend the Bangor community 
and the citizens of Maine for dem
onstrating their warmth and patriot
ism for those who have fought for free
dom in the Persian Gulf. Mr. President, 
I ask that a series of letters that ap
peared in the Bangor Daily News on 
March 27, 1991, and an article that ap
peared in the Maine Sunday Telegram 
on March 31, 1991, be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Maine Sunday Telegram, Mar. 31, 

1991] 
MAINERS FLOCK TO AIRPORT 

(By Kimberly Clifford) 
BANGOR.-Glen Rea and his 10-year-old 

daughter Rebecca go to Bangor International 
Airport as often as they can to welcome 
troops arriving from the Persian Gulf. 

Last week, it was their 12th time. 
Becky wore her Desert Storm T-shirt for 

the soldiers to autograph and carried her 
growing collection of dog tags. Her father, a 
Vietnam veteran, brought his painful memo
ries for another dose of healing. 

"Each time I go, I feel a little bit better," 
he said. 

The Reas and thousands of other folks 
have created a phenomenon that, after more 
than three weeks, shows no signs of dimin
ishing and, in fact, is growing. 

Some people have not missed a single 
flight. Many new ones show up as more 
flights come in. They spend hours, even days, 
at the airport waiting. 

"You'd think the novelty would wear off, 
but it's going the other way," said fifth
grade teacher Jeffrey Fuller, whose whole 
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family has been to the airport. "It's such a 
spontaneous emotional �e�x�~�r�i�e�n�c�e� * * * It's 
magic. A miracle." 

Bangor's grand reception of American 
troops has attracted national attention. 
Thousands of returning soldiers have been 
stunned to find so many strangers awaiting 
their planes at all hours of the day and 
night. 

The strangers form their own small com
munity while they wait, pulling up chairs to 
chat, sitting on the floor when there aren't 
enough seats, working on homemade yellow 
ribbon pins. They are united by their need to 
be part of the celebration. 

Rea, a stockbroker, did four stints as a 
Navy captain in Vietnam between 1965 and 
1967. Every time he returned to his home 
base near San Francisco, the antiwar hos
tility was worse, he said. When he came back 
for good in 1967 and sailed through the Gold
en Gate Bridge, protesters dropped garbage 
from the bridge onto his destroyer. 

The homecoming is different now. 
"Even if you feel down and tired, when 

that plane touches down and you see the 
troops, and people start shouting and the 
band starts playing, you get caught up in 
it." 

Each time a plane arrives and the first 
trickle of soldiers passes the terminal banner 
that says "For Our Troops With Love from 
the Greater Bangor Community," the re
sponse of the waiting crowd is always the 
same. 

The applause begins and stays steady until 
the last soldier has passed through the re
ceiving line of waving American flags and 
thank-you posters. The people brush tears 
from their cheeks and touch the soldiers as 
they pass-with shy pats, handshakes, even 
bear hugs. They smile joyfully as they speak 
the words they came to the airport to say: 
"Welcome home." 

The reception at the Bangor stopover im
pressed Lt. Gen. Calvin A.H. Waller so much 
that he mentioned it to the welcoming crowd 
at Fort Lewis, Wash. 

"I've got to tell you," he said. "I could feel 
my heart skip a beat." 

People from all over the country, both sol
diers and civilians, have written to thank 
Bangor for its extraordinary reception. 

"We were not prepared for your 
magnificient show of patriotism and friend
ship," wrote Air Force Master Sgt. David 
Bibby of Gulf Breeze, Fla. "The event will 
stand in my memory as one of the most sig
nificant moments of my life." 

The airport had to install a telephone re
cording when it couldn't handle the 500 calls 
a day asking for flight arrival times, said 
airport spokesperson Peggy McLaine. 

"I don't know why they're coming out but 
they sure like it," said McLaine. "I guess ev
erybody has their own feelings. They really 
are a happy group. Maybe it's because we're 
a little more small-town." 

No one is exactly sure why Bangor has 
managed to maintain such unflagging devo
tion to returning troops. Some believe it's to 
make up for the dreadful treatment of re
turning Vietnam troops. Some say the na
tional press attention is keeping it going. 
Others think it may be Bangor's strong mili
tary ties with the Maine Air National Guard 
stationed at what used to be Dow Air Force 
Base. A few say it is the Bangor area's wide 
open spaces and small-town atmosphere that 
foster neighborliness and friendliness. 

Whatever their reasons, the greeters dis
play an impressive warmth and sincerity. 
The homemade posters, the small gifts, the 
band music, the older veterans in uniform, 

the children with their flags, all symbolize 
their commitment. People feel personal 
about the troops. 

Rebecca Rea, for example, has a Marine 
pen pal whose name she got in school. 

"She's been involved at a very personal 
level," said her father. "It's more than a war 
in the gulf area. There's a person out there. 
Where is he? Is he in action tonight? We'd 
get out the map." 

Elaine Lundin of Hampden visits the air
port every day. She passes the time crochet
ing doilies for Christmas presents. Last week 
she wore a "USA" T-shirt covered with sol
diers' autographs. On her shoulder, one had 
signed: "Thanks for the love and prayers." 

"I love them," she said about the soldiers. 
"I spent 18 hours here the first time I came. 
I wouldn't miss it." 

Her daughter Melissa took a day off from 
school last week to spend her 13th birthday 
greeting flights at the airport. 

"That's what she wanted," said Lundin. 
Waiting with Lundin was Sheila Dean of 

Orono, who loves to hug the soldiers. 
They've given her rank insignias (she pins 
them to her Army field hat); dog tags (she 
wears them around her neck); autographs 
(they cover her cotton knit shirt); and Saudi 
Arabian money (she keeps it in her denim 
bag along with a stash of soda and her medi
cation). 

"Dean has spina bifida and waits for the 
troops in her wheelchair. An American flag 
is stuck down inside the left handle. 

She's a relative newcomer to the home
comings, but once she started, she couldn't 
stop. 

"I was here for 40 hours the first time," she 
said. "I don't know if it's patriotism or I'm 
just glad they're home." 

She feels guilty when she doesn'.t come. 
"I guess because I'm an American citizen 

and they fought for us." 
Dean says she takes a cab to and from the 

airport-$15 each way-"but it's worth it." 
She keeps returning, she said, "to . show 

them how proud I am that they went over 
there and did a job for our country and that 
they did it well .... I have a lot of fun with 
these guys. They're so glad to be home. One 
guy said. 'What are you, the welcome wagon? 
I said, 'No, I'm the welcome wheels.' " 

Across from Lundin and Dean sat Jim and 
Adria Hughes from Hampden. It was their 
sixth welcome. 

"It's the least we can do," she said. "No 
one has to come. That's the best thing about 
this. It's like you want to be faithful to 
them. We don't know what they've been 
through or what they're going home to, but 
here everybody gets treated the same." 

"It's quite an impression to see grown men 
come through crying," said her husband. 
"It's emotional." 

The Hugheses have made the welcome a 
family affair. They plan to bring their visit
ing daughter from Poland, Maine, and her 
family to the airport next weekend. Their 9-
year-old granddaughter, Heather Sommers of 
Hermon, brings Reese's Peanut Butter Cups 
to swap for soldiers' autographs. 

Not far from the Hughes' group were six 
people busily fastening pins to yellow rib
bons and stamping them with "Welcome to 
Bangor, Maine, USA, 1991." Three knew each 
other but three others were strangers who 
came along, asked what they were doing and 
sat down to help. 

"One soldier told me he'd been waiting 
seven months for a piece of yellow ribbon," 
said Kathleen Lindh. Thus she took on the 
pin project with her husband Carl. They 
drive 30 miles to Bangor from Mariaville. 

"We've missed only two flights," said 
Lindh. 

[From the Bangor Daily News, Mar. 27, 1991] 
�L�~�R�S�T�O�T�H�E�E�D�~�R� 

Thank you very much! The thought that so 
many fine people would get up at 3 a.m. to 
greet us unknown soldiers is heartwarming. 
It will be remembered as the best home
coming ever for me. 

Sgt. WILLIAM KELLER, USAF. 
TUCSON, ARIZ. 

This letter is really for the wonderful peo
ple of the Bangor area. I just had to write 
and tell everyone how proud I am of you 
folks. 

I have not lived in Maine for many years, 
but I've always been proud to be "from 
Maine." But last week I found out what 
being proud really feels like. I had to hold on 
tight to keep the tears from falling when I 
saw Bangor on the national news two nights 
in a row. 

I am proud of all of you for going to the 
airport and greeting the soldiers. What a 
wonderful thing to see! I can't even begin to 
imagine how these men and women in uni
form felt. Most of them didn't know a single 
soul but everyone was happy to hug them. I 
looked for old friends and relatives in the 
crowd, but everyone "sounded" like my 
friends and relatives. 

Thanks for giving me a chance to be so 
proud of all the people in Maine. I love you 
all for being there. 

EVELYN QUIRION SEIDEL. 
LEE CENTER, N.Y. 

There are not enough words to express my 
gratitude to the people of Bangor and the 
surrounding area for the warm reception we 
received on Sunday, March 17, at the airport. 
Most of us were shocked at the turnout of 
total strangers welcoming us home from 
Saudi Arabia at such an early hour. 

We had been told that the folks back home, 
for the most part, supported the troops de
ployed in the region, but we were not pre
pared for your magnificent show of patriot
ism and friendship. The event will stand in 
my memory as one of the most significant 
moments of my life and the ribbons and but
tons I received will be among my most treas
ured possessions. 

Msgt. DAVID BIBBY, USAF (Reserve). 
GULF BREEZE, FLA. 

Tears came to my eyes tonight as I 
watched "CBS Evening News." The story was 
about thousands of residents of your commu
nity welcoming home troops as they made 
their first U.S. stop. 

Millions of people across the United States 
are flying flags and hanging yellow ribbons 
to support our troops, but the patriotism and 
love displayed by you, as you greet our serv
ice members, is the true spirit of patriotism. 
It takes a special kind of person and a spe
cial kind of community to open their hearts 
to so many who have no relation to your 
community. 

I live in Hays, Kan., where 200 members of 
the local National Guard unit and 28 mem
bers of the local Army Reserve unit have 
been activated in support of Operation 
Desert Storm. So far, none of them has come 
home. My brother, a member of the local re
serve unit, is currently stationed with the 
44th Evacuation Hospital. I hope his plane is 
routed through your wonderful city before 
heading west. 

DENISE RIEDEL. 
HAYS, KAN. 
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People of Bangor, I love you all. 
You did what most Americans want to do 

but can't; let the brave men and women who 
served in the Persian Gulf know personally 
how much we appreciate them and thank 
them. 

You make me proud. This is what America 
is; good people giving of their time and 
themselves freely without any thought of 
discomfort or selfish motive. 

Thank you for being there when I couldn't 
be. 

MABELE B. PENNISON. 
LAKE CHARLES, LA. 

I am very grateful for the magnanimous 
reception you townspeople provided when 
our planeload of military personnel stopped 
off for refueling in Bangor. It was an unfor
gettable display of patriotism and good will. 

Special thanks to the kind gentleman who 
loaned me his trombone so I could play with 
the band for the national anthem. 

Capt. DAVID WEXLER, USAF. 
CARSWELL AIR FORCE BASE, TExAS. 

ACTIVITIES OF THE ARMED SERV
ICES COMMITTEE DURING THE 
101ST CONGRESS (1989 AND 1990) 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I would 

like to take a few minutes to summa
rize the activities of the Armed Serv
ices Committee during the 101st Con
gress. During the past 2 years, the com
mittee continued the overall approach 
to its work that it began in 1987: a mis
sion-oriented subcommittee struc
tured; biennial budgeting; an emphasis 
on br.oad strategy issues; and reduced 
micromanagement of defense activi
ties. I have discussed each of these 
management and organizational initia
tives on previous occasions, so I will 
not elaborate on them today. The com
mittee's approach, combined with the 
hard work of its members and staff, re
sulted in major accomplishments dur
ing the 101st Congress. 

1989 NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY HEARINGS 

On October 21, 1988, I spoke on the 
Senate floor about the activities of the 
Armed Services Committee during 1987 
and 1988. At that time, I described the 
extensive series of hearings that the 
committee had held at the beginning of 
each of those years on our national se
curity strategy and the Intermediate 
Nuclear Forces or INF Treaty. I con
cluded my remarks on those hearings 
by explaining my intention for the 
committee to review U.S. national se
curity strategy· at the beginning of 
each Congress. 

Mr. President, the Armed Services 
Committee carried through on this 
pledge in 1989 and 1990. You might re
member that by the first half of 1989, 
President Gorbachev's reforms had al
ready dramatically altered the politi
cal landscape upon which the United 
States and its allies formulate NATO's 
military posture and arms control pro
posals. In order to better understand 
the implications of these reforms for 
U.S. and allied security, the committee 
conducted several hearings during the 

first half of 1989. A total of 22 witnesses 
testified over the course of 8 hearings. 

The first group of witnesses to appear 
before the committee were retired 
high-ranking military officers and pri
vate experts, including a distinguished 
scholar from Great Britain, Mr. Chris
topher Donnelly. Following these pri
vate witnesses were the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and senior 
military officers from the unified com
batant commands. By the conclusion of 
this extensive testimony, the commit
tee had received a comprehensive, in
sightful assessment of the significance 
of Presdient Gorbachev's reforms. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 1990 AND 1991 

During the first few months of 1989, 
the new Bush administration reviewed 
and extensively changed the defense 
authorization request for fiscal years 
1990 and 1991 that had been prepared by 
the outgoing administration. As a re
sult, the beginning of the committee's 
formal review of the defense budget re
quest was delayed until May 1989. At 
that time, the committee initiated a 
series of hearings on the amended de
fense budget request with testimony by 
Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney 
and Adm. William Crowe, the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Their 
testimony was followed by appearances 
before the committee by other civilian 
officials of the Defense Department, 
the Chiefs of Staff of the military serv
ices, and the Comptroller General of 
the United States. In addition, when 
the military officers from the unified 
commands testified during the na
tional security strategy hearings ear
lier in 1989, the commiteee asked them 
about their operational deficiencies 
and the budgetary priorities they had 
established to correct those defi
ciencies. These hearings served the 
purpose of placing the amended defense 
budget request in the context of the 
dramatic security changes that were 
taking place in the Soviet Union and 
Europe. 

As it has done in previous years, the 
Armed Services Committee then fol
lowed up these overview hearings with 
detailed staff briefings and subcommit
tee hearings. In all of its hearings and 
briefings, the committee continued to 
try to focus on broad defense missions 
and outputs instead of individual line 
item inputs. 

By the time the committee met to 
mark up the defense authorization bill, 
it had thoroughly reviewed in a total of 
44 hearings the President's amended re
quest for fiscal years 1990 and 1991. The 
full committee mark up of the bill re
quired 3 days from July 12-14,.1989. 

As reported by the Armed Services 
Committee the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 
and 1991 (S. 1352) provided $305.5 billion 
in budget authority and $299.2 billion 
in outlays. These were the funding lev
els agreed to by the President and the 

congressional leadership in April 1989 
and subsequently formalized in the fis
cal year 1990 congressional budget reso
lution. 

By authorizing funds for both fiscal 
years 1990 and 1991, S. 1352 reflected the 
committee's continuing conviction 
that biennial budgeting will substan
tially improve the stability of defense 
programs and the quality of congres
sional oversight. Unfortunately, the 
committee was unable to recommend 
authorizations for all programs in the 
second year of the request because of 
uncertainty over whether the adminis
tration's overall fiscal year 1991 budget 
met the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings defi
cit targets. In addition, the April 1989 
budget agreement between the Con
gress and the administration did not 
include fiscal year 1991. 

The committee sought to authorize 
in S. 1352 the maximum amount of pro
grams in fiscal year 1991 by concentrat
ing on stable programs. Through this 
approach, the committee recommended 
authorization for 85 percent of the 
total requested for fiscal year 1991, or 
$203 billion. 

On July 24, 1989, the Senate began 
consideration of S. 1352. Over the 
course of 7 days of debate, the Senate 
considered 96 amendments and con
ducted 11 rollcall votes. The Strategic 
Defense Initiative [SDI], drug enforce
ment, and the special isotope separa
tion plant in Idaho were among the 
more contentious issues that were con
sidered during the debate on S. 1352. 

After the August recess, the Senate
House conference on the defense au
thorization bill was organized and 
started with informal meetings on Sep
tember 8, 1989. As in previous years, 
reconciling the thousands of funding 
and policy differences between. the Sen
ate and House bills constituted an ex
tremely difficult challenge. About 100 
House conferees and 20 Senate con
ferees worked for al-most 2 months to 
reach agreement on a conference re
port. On November 9, 1989, the House 
passed the conference report (House 
Report 101-331). The Senate followed 
with its approval on November 15, and 
the President signed it into law on No
vember 29 (Public Law 101-189). 

1990 NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY HEARINGS 

The national secUI'ity strategy hear
ings that were held by the Armed Serv
ices Committee in early 1990 took place 
in remarkable circumstances. During 
the second half of 1989, dramatic 
changes continued to occur within the 
Soviet Union, some with the effect of 
producing turmoil in different parts of 
the country. At the same time, unilat
eral Soviet military withdrawals from 
Eastern Europe moved ahead. Demo
cratic changes continued to energize 
Eastern Europe, and, most remarkably, 
the Berlin Wall collapsed and West and 
East Germany raced toward unifica
tion. 
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In December 1989, the Senate major

ity leader contacted Senator PELL, the 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee, and me to ask that 
the Armed Services and Foreign Rela
tions Committee conduct hearings on 
the implications of these changes for 
our foreign and national security pol
icy. Senator PELLand I readily agreed 
to the majority leader's request, and 
the two committees coordinated their 
hearing schedules during the first few 
months of 1990. 

The Armed Services Committee actu
ally opened its hearings on December 
12, 1989, with testimony by Defense De
partment and intelligence �~�m�m�u�n�i�t�y� 

officials on the amount of warning 
time that would precede a Warsaw Pact 
attack in Europe. The hearings then 
resumed in January 1990 and concluded 
in March. By that time, the committee 
had held 14 hearings with 35 witnesses. 
The witnesses offered a broad range of 
expertise and perspective. They in
cluded senior civilian officials and 
military officers from the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, the unified and 
specified commands, and the intel
ligence community; three former Sec
retaries of Defense; three former Chair
men of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and 
several private experts. 

The committee also received testi
mony from two panels of witnesses 
that I would like to highlight. On Jan
uary 25, 1990, four distinguished experts 
from Japan, Germany, France, and 
Great Britain presented their percep
tions of the Soviet threat. On the fol
lowing day, a panel of European par
liamentarians from the North Atlantic 
Assembly testified before the Armed 
Services Committee. By receiving tes
timony from these foreign experts, the 
committee was able to develop insights 
into the important views of our allies. 

The committee faced a difficult chal
lenge during this extensive series of na
tional security strategy hearings and 
the defense budget hearings that fol
lowed them. The committee was re
sponsible for determining whether the 
fiscal year 1991 defense budget and the 
5 year defense program responded to 
the changes in the threats to our na
tional security, the political situation 
in the Soviet Union and Europe, and 
the United States fiscal situation. To 
make this determination, the commit
tee asked three broad questions during 
its review. First, how do the recent 
changes in the Soviet Union and East
ern Europe affect our national inter
ests, and how have these changes al
tered the traditional threats to our na
tional security? Second, how should 
United States military strategy be re
vised in light of these changes in the 
threat to our national security? Third, 
how should the defense budget be 
changed in light of the changes in the 
threat and the development of a new 
strategy? 

After the conclusion of the commit
tee's national security strategy hear
ings in 1990, I tried to answer these 
questions in a series of four speeches 
on the Senate floor. On March 22 and 29 
and Apr1119 and 20, I outlined my views 
on the changes in the threats to our 
national security; suggested ways we 
should revise our military strategy in 
light of the changes in the threats; and 
gave my views on the force structure 
and weapons programs we need to 
carry out this revised strategy. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 

With the national security strategy 
hearings as a backdrop, the committee 
focused its attention on the President's 
amended budget request for fiscal year 
1991 and the Five Year Defense Plan. 
The fiscal year 1991 defense budget re
quest that the President submitted to 
the Congress in 1990 represented a 
greatly revised version of the fiscal 
year 1991 request that had been pro
posed as the second year of the original 
2-year budget request in 1989. 

With a few relatively minor dif
ferences, the authorization process 
within the committee, on the Senate 
floor, and in the Senate-House con
ference unfolded in much the same se
quence as in 1989. In preparation for 
the committee's markup, a lengthy se
ries of full committee and subcommit
tee hearings and staff briefings were 
held on the amended defense budget re
quest. This extensive and wide-ranging 
review, combined with the earlier na
tional security strategy hearings, 
amounted to 64 hearings with more 
than 220 witnesses. During this same 
period, the committee conducted 10 
nomination hearings for senior civilian 
officials and military officers whose 
testimony concerned the pending budg
et request. 

One difference between the 1989 and 
1990 authorization processes was that 
the administration and the congres
sional leadership were unable to reach 
a budget summit agreement for fiscal 
year 1991 until late 1990. In the absence 
of such an agreement or a Senate
passed congressional budget resolution 
at the time of the committee's mark
up, the committee decided to authorize 
funding of $289 billion in budget au
thority. I had recommended this level 
in my national security strategy 
speech on April 20, 1990, and this was 
essentially the level eventually agreed 
to in the budget summit agreement. 

A second difference from 1989 was 
that the Senate floor debate was com
pleted even more quickly in 1990 than 
in 1989. The floor debate on S. 2884, the 
National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, took only 4 days as 
opposed to the 7 days that were re
quired to complete the floor debate in 
1989. The Senate passed S. 2884 on Au
gust 4, 1990. 

The Senate-House conference that 
reconciled the countless differences be-

tween the Senate and House versions of 
the fiscal year 1991 defense authoriza
tion bill completed its work in much 
less time than the previous year's con
ference. In particular, only 16 days 
elapsed between the beginning and end 
of the fiscal year 1991 conference; the 
previous year's conference spanned 56 
days. Although the length of the con
ference was highly compressed, the dif
ferences were no less numerous and 
complex than those in previous con
ferences. The difficulty of reaching a 
conference agreement is suggested by 
some of the issues under consideration: 
the Strategic Defense Initiative, the 
MILSTAR satellite system, the B-2 
bomber, base closings, and the planned 
air base at Crotone, Italy. Despite 
these significant differences, the con
ferees and staffs worked extremely 
hard to complete a conference agree
ment in a little more than 2 weeks. The 
House and Senate passed the con
ference report (House Report 101-923) 
on October 24 and October 26, 1990, re
spectively. The President signed it into 
law on November 5. 

NOMINATIONS CONSIDERED BY THE COMMITTEE 

The 1st session of the lOlst Congress 
coincided with the beginning of the 
Bush administration. Therefore, in 
1989, the President submitted a large 
number of nominations to the Senate 
to fill out the civilian leadership of the 
Department of Defense. In 1989 alone, 
the Armed Services Committee consid
ered 41 senior civilian nominations, 
which is more than the committee had 
reviewed in the previous 2 years. Com
bined with the 13 civilian nominations 
considered in 1990, the committee re
viewed a total of 54 senior civilian 
nominations during the 101st Congress. 

All of these nominations were subject 
to the review procedures that were sub
stantially strengthened during the 
100th Congress. Some of the civilian 
nominations required an especially 
large amount of time and attention. 
Over the course of six hearings and 
meetings in January and February 
1989, the committee closely reviewed 
the nomination of former Senator John 
Tower to be Secretary of Defense. On 
February 23, 1989, the committee voted 
to report the nomination unfavorably 
to the Senate with the recommenda
tion that it not be confirmed. After 6 
days of floor debate, the Senate re
jected the nomination by a rollcall 
vote of 53 to 47. 

Another civilian nomination that re
quired a great deal of work by the com
mittee was that of Mr. Victor Stello, 
Jr., to be Assistant Secretary of En
ergy for Defense Programs. The com
mittee conducted an extensive review 
of Mr. Stello's qualifications and back
ground and met seven times from No
vember 1989 to January 1990 to consider 
the nomination. In addition, the execu
tive branch had a number of reviews 
ongoing during this period. On April 24, 
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1990, the President withdrew the nomi
nation. 

Mr. President, I would like to note 
that in 1990, the Armed Services Com
mittee considered the unprecedented 
nomination of a foreign national. The 
Panama Canal Treaty between the 
United States and Panama provides 
that the Administrator of the Panama 
Canal Commission beginning on Janu
ary 1, 1990 is to be a Panamanian na
tional. In May 1990, the President nom
inated Mr. Gilberto Guardia Fabrega 
for this position. On June 21, the 
Armed Services Committee held a 
hearing on Mr. Guardia's nomination, 
and 1 week later, reported it to the 
Senate with the recommendation that 
it be confirmed. 

The Congressional Research Service 
was unable to find a precedent for the 
Senate providing its advice and con
sent to the Presidential appointment 
or nomination of a foreign national. 
Therefore, it was an historic occasion 
for the committee and the Senate to 
consider Mr. Guardia as the first for
eign national to be reviewed for con
firmation by the U.S. Senate. 

During the 101st Congress, the com
mittee considered a total of 82,534 mili
tary nominations. These ranged from a 
new Chairman and Vice Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to three new 
Service Chiefs of Staff to numerous 
field-grade promotions. Some of these 
nominations were controversial and de
manded especially close scrutiny by 
the committee. 

Traditionally the committee has em
phasized that the integrity of the pro
motion process is essential to the in
tegrity of the officer corps. In the last 
Congress, the committee reviewed sev
eral matters involving the integrity of 
the promotion process. After receiving 
information raising questions about 
the procedures used for making certain 
general officer selections in the Army's 
Judge Advocate General's Corps, the 
committee requested the Department 
of Defense to undertake an investiga
tion. The investigation, which was con
ducted by the deputy inspector general 
of the Defense Department, confirmed 
that there were serious irregularities 
in the promotion selection process. The 
committee's actions on this matter are 
explained in Senate Report 102--1. 

In reviewing certain Air Force nomi
nations, the committee encountered 
information indicating problems in the 
implementation of statutory and regu
latory promotion procedures. At the 
request of the committee, the Depart
ment of Defense initiated a comprehen
sive review of officer promotion prac
tices, which will cover each of the mili
tary departments. The committee will 
study the results of this review during 
the 102d Congress. 

THE PERSIAN GULF CRISIS 

The Armed Services Committee 
played an extremely active role in the 
Senate's debate on the crisis in the 

Persian gulf. Although this issue was 
more fully developed and debated in 
this Congress, a summary of the com
mittee's activities during the previous 
Congress would not be complete with
out a description of its work on the 
Persian Gulf crisis during 1990. 

Mr. President, it is a small historical 
coincidence that Iraq invaded Kuwait 
just as the Senate began debate on the 
fiscal year 1991 defense authorization 
bill. Shortly after the Senate returned 
from its August recess, the committee 
received testimony from Secretary of 
Defense Cheney, Gen. Colin Powell, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and Mr. Terrence O'Donnell, the gen
eral counsel of the Defense Depart
ment. The committee sought this testi
mony to review the President's deci
sion to deploy United States military 
forces to the Persian Gulf with the ob
jectives of deterring further Iraqi ag
gression, defending Saudi Arabia, and 
enforcing the embargo. 

On November 8, the President an
nounced that the level of U.S. forces in 
the region would be doubled in order to 
create, in the President's words, "an 
adequate offensive military option." 
This fundamental shift in the mission 
of our military forces raised a number 
of serious questions. To answer these 
questions, the Armed Services Com
mittee initiated an important series of 
hearings. Over the course of 5 working 
days, we held eight public hearings and 
two closed intelligence briefings on 
several different aspects of United 
States policy in the Persian Gulf. 
Among the 16 witnesses who testified 
were Dr. James Schlesinger, a former 
Secretary of Defense, Secretary of En
ergy, and Director of Central Intel
ligence; Adm. William Crowe and Gen. 
David Jones, former Chairmen of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; Dr. Henry Kissin
ger, a former Secretary of State; and 
several other private experts. On De
cember 3, 1990, the hearings concluded 
with more testimony by Secretary Che
ney and General Powell. 

In order to make these hearings 
available on a wide and timely basis, I 
directed the committee staff to prepare 
them for publication as soon as pos
sible. The mechanical process of assem
bling, editing, and printing congres
sional hearings can take almost a year. 
However, through the diligence and 
hard work of the committee staff, espe
cially its staff assistants and printing 
clerks, the Persian Gulf hearings were 
printed and available to the public in 
just 1 month. I greatly appreciate the 
staff's efforts to prepare this 765-page 
document in time for the Senate's de
bate on the Persian Gulf. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
Armed Services Committee's hearings 
greatly assisted Congress and the 
American people in reaching a better 
understanding of the crisis in the Per
sian Gulf. They provided a constructive 
opportunity for a variety of views to be 

presented and discussed. The commit
tee was also instrumental in creating 
the Defense Cooperation Account, 
which ultimately became the mecha
nism to pay for a large share of the 
war's costs. 

REVIEW OF NAVY INVESTIGATION INTO IOWA 
EXPLOSION 

Another significant activity that the 
committee undertook during the last 
Congress was a review of the Navy's in
vestigation into the gun turret explo
sion aboard the U.S.S. Iowa. 

Mr. President, on April 19, 1989, 47 
naval personnel died in the explosion of 
the center gun of turret II on board the 
battleship U.S.S. Iowa. We were all 
shocked and deeply saddened by this 
awful tragedy. The Department of the 
Navy, with the assistance of the FBI, 
conducted an investigation into the 
cause of the explosion. It concluded 
that Petty Officer Clayton Hartwig, a 
gunner's mate involved in the oper
ation of the center gun, most probably 
intentionally caused the explosion in 
such a way that he hoped it would ap
pear to be an accident. 

The committee wanted to be as cer
tain as possible that the Navy had 
identified the true cause of this trag
edy so that it would not happen again. 
Therefore, in four hearings from No
vember 1989 to May 1990, we carefully 
reviewed the Navy's investigation in 
great detail. We also inquired into 
broader issues related to the manning, 
training, and maintenance of the 
U.S.S. Iowa and her sister battleships. 
In the first three of these hearings, the 
committee received testimony from 
the Chief of Naval Operations, the 
Navy investigating officer, the com
manding officer of the U.S.S. Iowa, and 
several FBI investigators. 

The final hearing was devoted to im
portant testimony by officials from the 
General Accounting Office [GAO] and 
Sandia National Laboratories in Albu
querque, NM. The committee had asked 
the GAO to assess the Navy's inves
tigation and conclusions and to address 
the broader battleship issues that I 
just mentioned. Senator WARNER, Sen
ator BINGAMAN, and I had also urged 
Sandia National Laboratories to assist 
the General Accounting Office by un
dertaking an independent technical 
analysis of the Navy's gun tests. 

On May 25, 1990, GAO and Sandia offi
cials testified that the Navy's inves
tigation suffered from significant 
shortcomings. In particular, Sandia's 
gun tests, and an initial follow-up test 
by the Navy itself, demonstrated that 
the Iowa explosion may have been 
caused by unsafe powder bags and an 
"over ram" of the bags during the fir
ing of the 16-inch gun. This finding es
sentially eviscerated the Navy's con
clusion that the explosion resulted 
from a wrongful intentional act. The 
testimony by the General Accounting 
Office also documented serious defi
ciencies in the Navy's employment of 
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the battleships, both in terms of officer 
and enlisted manning and in terms of 
the training given to the gun .crews. 

Mr. President, I am very proud of the 
role that the Armed Services Commit
tee has played in learning the truth 
about this sad incident. The committee 
has made a constructive contribution 
to the safety of the crews on our bat
tleships. 

OTHER COMMI'ITEE HEARINGS 

Early in the 101st Congress, the com
mittee held a series of hearings on the 
nuclear weapons complex. These hear
ings in February and March 1989 con
tinued the committee's oversight of 
the defense-related nuclear facilities 
and operations of the Department of 
Energy. The hearings in 1989 focused on 
the safety, modernization, and require
ments of the nuclear weapons complex. 

Another issue to which the commit
tee dedicated substantial time and at
tention was the closure and realign
ment of military bases. The Defense 
Savings Act of 1988 (Public Law �1�~� 
456), which the committee was instru
mental in enacting into law, estab
lished a commission and a process for 
the purpose of identifying military in
stallations that should be closed or re
aligned. During 1989, the Armed Serv
ices Committee carefully reviewed the 
list of bases that had been proposed for 
closure or realignment and developed 
the necessary implementing legisla
tion. This effort represented the first 
time in more than a decade that a sig
nificant number of military installa
tions had been closed or realigned. 

During 1989 and 1990, the Armed Serv
ices Committee exercised oversight 
over other defense activities by holding 
hearings in several different areas. 
These hearings addressed topics such 
as Operation Just Cause in Panama, 
defense acquisition policies, the na
tional security implications of nuclear 
testing agreements, and the treaty on 
the final German settlement. 

During the lOlst Congress, Mr. Presi
dent, the committee continued to im
prove its administrative practices and 
procedures. In particular, the commit
tee undertook a major initiative to 
automate the printing of its hearings. 
Although the precise savings that will 
be yielded by this change will not be 
known until all of the committee'sl990 
hearings are printed, it should result in 
substantial decreases in our printing 
costs. These savings would be in addi
tion to those achieved by other print
ing initiatives in the 100th Congress. 

Mr. President, I have tried to convey 
to the Senate today a sense of the sig
nificant work in which the Armed 
Services Committee engaged during 
the 101st Congress. I ask unanimous 
consent that a table displaying numeri
cal measures of the committee's work
load be inserted into the RECORD imme
diately after my statement. Although 
these statistics cannot describe the full 
extent of the committee's work, they 

49-059 D-95 Vol. 137 (Pt. 6) 8 · 

do provide some insight into the com
mittee's challenging workload. 

The work and achievements that I 
have described today were accom
plished with the outstanding coopera
tion of Senator WARNER, the ranking 
minority member, and his staff. Sen
ator WARNER and I have enjoyed an ex
cellent working relationship for sev
eral years. I am deeply grateful to him 
for his advice and assistance. 

The final point that I would like to 
make today, Mr. President, is that the 
members of the Armed Services Com
mittee are assisted by a very profes
sional and hard-working staff. I greatly 
appreciate our staff members' dedica
tion and energetic support; the Armed 
Services Committee's record of accom
plishments during the lOlst Congress is 
largely due to their efforts. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JOist Con
gress, 1st 

session 

JOist Con
gress, 2d 
session 

Totals 

SURF ACE TRANSPORTATION 
EFFICIENCY ACT OF 1991 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, as 
the Senate reconvenes for our spring 
session, allow me to report that during 
the Easter recess the Subcommittee on 
Water Resources, Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works held hear
ings across the Nation on the forth
coming highway bill. 

As the Senate knows, the Surface 
Transportation Act which we regularly 
enact every 5 years is more than just a 
highway bill. Transit programs are in
cluded, as are highway safety pro
grams. 

In his address to a joint session of 
the Congress on March 6, 1991, Presi
dent Bush asked specifically that this 
bill, along with one other, be enacted 

within 100 days. That is doable, but 
will take some doing. Our hearings are 
concluded; we are drafting a bill. It is 
entirely reasonable to think we might 
bring it to the floor early in May. In 
the meantime I have been in touch 
with my friend and neighbor, Rep
resentative ROBERT A. ROE, who is, of 
course, the distinguished chairman of 
the House Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, with which we will 
craft our final legislation. 

It is too early to predict, but not too 
early to hope that this will prove to be 
the most important transportation bill 
in 35 years, or 46 years, depending on 
when you mark congressional author
ization of the Interstate Highway Sys
tem-the National System of Inter
state and Defense Highways. It will 
mark the end of that era. That is cer
tain. It fell to me to manage the Sur
face Transportation and Uniform Relo
cation Assistance Act of 1987 at the be
ginning of the 100th Congress. We were 
half a year late as the conference had 
not produced a final bill in 1986. On 
that occasion, I reminded the Senate 
that one era was ending and another 
now in prospect. 



7650 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE April 9, 1991 
say that I was present at the creation, 
for I knew of a hole in the fence around 
the fair and visited the Futurama ex
hibit over and again in that idyllic 
summer. 

Later, in the 1950's, I was to serve on 
the staff of Gov. Averell Harriman in 
Albany. By that time New York State 
had built the first segment of the 
Interstate System as the New York 
State Thruway. This was, you see, very 
much a New York conception. Presi
dent Roosevelt had proposed the idea · 
to Congress, and the system was au
thorized in 1944. The great break
through came under President Eisen
hower in 1956, when at the suggestion 
of Representative Jim Wright and oth
ers, the idea of a dedicated tax and 
trust fund was put in place. But the de
sign for the new system was already in 
place in New York. In point of fact, the 
highway commissioner under Governor 
Dewey who built the thruway, an in
spired civil engineer, Bertram 
Tallamy, left Albany in 1956 to start up 
the national program here in Washing
ton. 

I watched all this with some appre
hension. In New York we had built our 
portion of the system as a toll road 
which had to pay its way. Now the rest 
of the country was going to be building 
the exact same road but as freeways
and with what came close to bring free 
money. This is to say the �~�1�0� split au
thorized in the 1956 legislation. In some 
parts of the Nation the ratio was actu
ally �9�~�5�.� I began my Reporter article 
thus: 

The Wall Street Journal does not com
monly describe any undertaking of the Ei
senhower administration as "A vast program 
thrown together, imperfectly conceived and 
grossly mismanaged, and in due course be
coming a veritable playground for extrava
gance, waste and corruption." It must, to the 
White House, seem notably unkind for the 
Journal to speak thus of an enterprise the 
administration has declared "the biggest 
public works program ever undertaken any
where or at any time throughout the world." 
But even the President has conceded that all 
is not well with the $45 billion Interstate and 
Defense Highway program. 

The program was scarcely 5 years old 
at this point, but already the cost was 
getting out of hand. Bryce Harlow, that 
incomparable counselor, once related 
to me that President Eisenhower re
garded the Interstate System as the 
most important domestic achievement 
of this administration. But even so, he 
seems to have sensed the working of 
that venerable rule of economics, 
which is that free goods or nearly free 
goods will be wasted. 

Here is the record. 
The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 

provided an authorization for $25 bil
lion in Federal funds to build the Na
tional System of Interstate and De
fense Highways. In addition, a 10-per
cent State match was required, bring
ing the total cost of the system to $27.5 
billion. 

The bill envisioned a 41,000-mile sys
tem that would be finished by 1969, 
that is 13 years. 

What actually happened was quite 
different. 

The 1991 estimate for the total cost 
of the Interstate System is $114 billion 
of Federal funds, for a total of $128 bil
lion. 

Thus, we see that the system took 
three times as long to complete as was 
originally proposed, and cost almost 
five times as much. 

Actually, the program is not quite 
finished even yet. Two major urban 
segments remain. The first is the 
Glenn Anderson Freeway in Los Ange
les, named after our good friend, the 
distinguished legislator from Long 
Beach. The other the Boston Central 
Artery/3rd Harbor Tunnel project. The 
Anderson Freeway is well on its way to 
completion as an innovative, 
multimodal transportation corridor. It 
is a great tribute to Representative 
ANDERSON. I cannot and do not make 
any predictions about the Boston 
project. I wrote in that Reporter arti
cle 31 years ago that these highways 
were too big for cities, or at least we 
had not yet learned how to put some
thing so big in a city, where half the 
Interstate Program money would be 
spent. That was the trouble. That map 
made you think of great ribbons of con
crete crossing Kansas to the horizon. 
We should have been thinking of all 
those Chinese walls smashing through 
neighborhoods and changing the char
acter of American cities beyond rec
ognition or redemption. It is too late 
now, but the techniques of opposing 
interstate segments in cities have de
veloped to the point where even civ
ilized projects cannot be built, and so I 
make no projections for Boston. Even 
so, we will include in our bill some $6.8 
billion for these final bits and pieces. 
But that is it. The interstate is over. 

What now? 
I foresee a new Federal transpor

tation program based on three prin
ciples. 

First, our primary object must be to 
improve the efficiency of the system 
we now have. 

After 35 years and a 460-percent cost 
overrun, it is time to think pricing. We 
have poured enough concrete. The time 
has come to get more transportation 
out of the roads we have already built. 

Like all public monopolies, highways 
give the impression of a free good. 
They are not. However, that impres
sion has led the United States to a per
ilous dependence on imported oil. 

In 1944 we exported oil. In 1956 we im
ported only 11.5 percent of consump
tion. In 1990 this ratio had risen to 41.9 
percent. It will soon pass the halfway 
mark. 

Indeed, it could be said that the big
gest single effect of the Interstate 
Highway System has been in the field 
of American foreign policy. We are a 

nation that absolutely must have for
eign oil, and must shape our defense 
and foreign policies accordingly. 

However, we surely must strive to 
keep that dependency to a minimum. 
There are many good features in the 
bill sent to us by the administration. 
However, it is, as I remarked at the 
time, more an energy policy than a 
transportation policy. Under the pro
posed Federal aid formula, the more 
gasoline a State consumes, the more 
money it gets. 

This does not seem to me the right 
kind of incentive. Can we not devise an 
arrangement whereby States are re
warded for reducing their gasoline con
sumption? The answer, of course, is 
that we can. 

Second, the time has come to turn 
the initiative in transportation mat
ters back to States and cities. 

Everywhere our subcommittee went 
we were impressed by the vigor and en
terprise of State and local transpor
tation officials. I would especially note 
our visits to Houston and to Los Ange
les. Houston, for example, has devel
oped a high-occupancy-vehicle lane 
which is carrying the passenger equiva
lent of five lanes of regular interstate. 

That is what we want. More from 
what we have. In one of our hearings in 
Washington, Dr. Steven Morrison from 
Northeastern University offered us a 
simple thought taken from that magi
cal baseball film, "Field of Dreams." 
"If you build it," he said, "they will 
come." Meaning cars, not ballplayers. 

It is very hard to develop competi
tion in a setting of public monopoly. 
The best approach I can think of is to 
let the States compete among them
selves. Let them, as the economist 
John Kain told our subcommittee, 
learn from each other's mistakes; copy 
each other's successes. 

One day, for example, a mayor is 
going to introduce congestion pricing 
and get reelected by a huge margin. 
Whereupon something new will appear 
in American urban policy. 

We need this badly. A half-century 
ago those Austrian economists were 
telling us that centrally planned com
mand economies could never succeed 
because no one could ever know what 
true prices should be. That situation is 
replicated within the economic sector 
where government has a monopoly. 
You see it in productivity figures. In 
the period 1981 to 1986, for example, 
productivity in durable goods manufac
turing rose by an astounding 6 percent 
per year. By contrast productivity in 
transportation grew by 0. 7 percent a 
year. 

So much for just in time inventory 
management. 

Some areas of the Nation are more 
efficient than others. I am concerned 
for example, about my own State of 
New York. We exist because of trans
portation. We began with the finest 
harbor on the Atlantic coast of North 
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America. We proceeded to build the 
Erie Canal, the way west. Then the 
New York Central Railroad. Then the 
Thomas E. Dewey Thruway. But then 
we slowed down. 

On Friday, April 5, in Albany, our 
most able State Transportation Com
missioner Franklin White testified: 

The United Parcel Service estimates the 
cost of its parcel pickup/delivery in this re
gion [New York City and Long Island] to be 
30 percent higher than for the rest of the 
country. 

Third, transit should be an option for 
cities. Which is to say highway money 
should be fungible. The subcommittee 
beard over and again about rail transit 
projects financed by the Federal Gov
ernment that have been ruinously ex
pensive. Again, that rule that free 
goods will be wasted. Similarly, we saw 
most impressive new systems, such as 
the Blue Line from Los Angeles to 
Long Beach, and the vastly improved 
New York City subways. Again, the 
rule should be that cities should com
pete. Those who make wise decisions 
will prosper. Those who make poor de
cisions, will pay. 

Of course, expanded bus service is 
very much the agenda of many cities. 

If these three principles seem stern, 
then so be it. We are about to spend 
$105 billion in taxpayers' money. Let 
us, for the first time in a generation, 
try to put in place incentives to spend 
it wisely and efficiently. 

This is more than a transportation 
challenge. Like it or not, the public 
sector takes out about one-third of the 
American economy. There is much too 
little incentive for productivity im
provements in this sector. This point is 
vividly made by Prof. Stanley 
Lebergott of Wesleyan University who 
would devise means for rewarding pub
lic bureaucracies for improving produc
tivity, and alternately punishing those 
who do not. 

Let us begin by enacting the Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my 1960 Reporter article be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Reporter, Apr. 14, 1960] , 

NEW RoADS AND URBAN CHAOS 

(By Daniel P. Moynihan) 
The Wall Street Journal does not com

monly describe any undertaking of the Ei
senhower administration as "A vast program 
thrown together, imperfectly conceived and 
grossly mismanaged, and in due course be
coming a veritable playground for extrava
gance, waste and corruption." It must, to the 
White House, seem notably unkind for the 
Journal to speak thus of an enterprise the 
administration has declared "the biggest 
public works program ever undertaken any
where or at any time throughout the world." 
But even the President has conceded that all 
is not well with the $45-billion Interstate and 
Defense Highway program. 

The program provides for the construction 
of 41,000 miles of superhighway, connecting 
ninety per cent of the nearly three hundred 
cities of the continental United States with 
populations of 50,000 or more. When com
pleted, the system will carry twenty per cent 
of the nation's traffic. Up to ninety-five per 
cent of the cost will be paid by the Federal 
government. Half of it will be spent in the 
cities the system connects. 

Washington abounds with administration 
task forces, Congressional committees, and 
special-interest groups-all investigating 
this program. Those in Congress who are 
looking for scandal will likely find no end of 
it. Those in the President's office looking for 
ways to cut back the program will have an 
even easier task, although they may encoun
ter more difficulty getting their findings 
published during this election year. But very 
few seem to be asking whether, quite apart 
from corruption or extravagance, the pro
gram is bringing about changes for the worse 
in the efficiency of our transportation sys
tem and the character of our cities. 

One of the best-publicized resolves of the 
administration that took office in 1953 was 
to redress the balance of Federal-state rela
tions by divesting the national government 
of such usurpations of state sovereignty as 
vocational education and aid to the depend
ent blind. While almost nothing has come of 
this endeavor, an important change in Fed
eral-state relations has in fact taken place 
during the Eisenhower years. The Federal 
government, through the Federal Aid High
way Act of 1956, has assumed the direction of 
highway construction-one of the few areas 
of significant government activity in which 
the states still had the initiative after the 
New Deal. 

Although the Federal government has been 
providing some highway aid to the states 
since 1916, road building was almost entirely 
a state and local affair until 1956. The Fed
eral Bureau of Public Roads was, as late as 
1939, a small agency in the Department of 
Agriculture helping to "get the farmer out of 
the mud" by supplementing state highway 
budgets. The states spent the money pretty 
much as they pleased. 

The system was permissive but not dis
organized. Standards for highway construc
tion, for example, and national routes (the 
fam111ar US sign) were successfully estab
lished on a voluntary basis. For the most 
part, however, these roads followed trails 
that had originated far back in frontier his
tory. With the coming of the automobile 
they were just surfaced, and widened and 
straightened somewhat. Our counterparts of 
the "rolling English drunkard" who laid out 
Chesterton's "rolling English road" were the 
Iroquois war party and the Conestoga wagon: 
more purposeful but not less circuitous as 
they sought out the passes and water-level 
routes north and south, and across the con
tinent. The Roman roads Hilaire Belloc has 
written of, struck like a lash across the con
quered provinces, were not reproduced in 
America until we too established a dominant 
central government. 

The idea of a Federal system of super
highways arose during the First World War. 
It was revived by the Roosevelt administra
tion as a public-works project for building 
14,000 miles of transcontinental routes. A 
study made by the Bureau of Public Roads, 
which the President commended to Congress 
in 1939, revealed that there was surprisingly 
little cross-country traffic and suggested 
that the concept be changed to a 25,700-mile 
intercity system. The idea was popularized 
by General Motors' Futurama exhibit at the 
New York World's Fair. 

In 1944, after some further study, Congress 
authorized construction of a National Inter
state Highway system on this basis. The size 
was increased to 40,000 miles. Thus, from the 
outset there has been more mileage author
ized for the system than anyone knew ex
actly what to do with. 

MORE ROADS FOR MORE CARS 

Authorization is the first step in a Federal 
public-works program. It more or less com
mits Congress to appropriate money at a fu
ture date and provides time for plans and 
other necessary arrangements to be made. 
Plans for the interstate system went ahead. 
In 1947 the Federal government and the 
states agreed on the location of 37,700 miles 
of the system, leaving the rest for additional 
urban connections. The roads were to be lim
ited-access, multilane high-speed routes de
signed to the highest standards. But no spe
cial funds were appropriated to build them; 
only regular Federal high-way-aid funds 
were made available, on the standard fifty
fifty matching basis. This required the states 
to take sizable amounts of money from regu
lar projects to spend on interstate mileage. 

The result was that the interstate mileage 
didn't get built. Highway-construction ex
penditure multiplied by nearly eight times 
from 1945 to 1952, but the states just wouldn't 
use their money on interstate highways. It 
had never, after all, been their idea. Special 
funds were thereupon appropriated and the 
Federal share increased to sixty per cent, 
but still with little effect. By 1952, less than 
one per cent of the system had been com
pleted. Three years later President Eisen
hower declared: "At the current rate of de
velopment, the interstate network would not 
reach even a reasonable level of extent and 
efficiency in half a century." 

For the highway transportation industry 
this raised a serious question. Automobile 
registrations had almost doubled in the first 
decade after the war. By 1955 there was a 
motor vehicle for every seven hundred feet of 
lane in both directions on all the streets and 
roads of the nation. It was expected that reg
istrations would rise another forty per cent 
in the following decade, to a total of eighty
one million. Yet already the cities were 
chockablock with cars. Unless more room 
was made for automobiles, the automobile 
industry itself might feel the pinch. "Either 
the roads must be made adequate for the 
traffic," stated the Engineering News
Record, "or the end of national expansion as 
we know it must be accepted." 

Few pains were spared to popularize this 
notion. General Motors even went into the 
essay-sponsoring business, offering $25,000 for 
the best theme on "How to Build the Roads 
We Need." (The prize was won, naturally, by 
Robert Moses.) 

But the Eisenhower administration needed 
little persuading. Highway transport had be
come, in the words of the Brookings Institu
tion, "the greatest single combination of 
economic activities in men's history." 

In July, 1954, the President proposed a 
"grand plan" for a national highway system. 
His plan was to build the interstate system 
Roosevelt had proposed and Congress had au
thorized. He next appointed a committee 
composed of General Lucius D. Clay and as
sorted men of substance, including Dave 
Beck, as was de riguer in those days, to de
vise means for doing so. The committee 
quickly reported that the system would cost 
only $27.5 billion, and could be built, with 
borrowed money, in ten years. It proposed 
that the Federal government pay ninety per 
cent of the cost generally and up to ninety
five per cent in states with extensive 
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untaxed Federal landholdings. The President 
submitted this proposal to Congress in Feb
ruary, 1955. 

SOMETHING FOR EVERYBODY 

Introducing a highway program in today's 
Congress is like letting a tariff bill loose in 
the old days: the figures go up and up and up. 
The economic interest in highways affects 
not only General Motors but also countless 
numbers of garage owners, automobile deal
ers, road contractors, real-estate developers, 
and similar large and small businesses 
throughout the land. Conservatives think of 
roads as good for business. Liberals think of 
them as part of the litany of public invest
ment they so love to chant: "Better Schools, 
Better Hospitals, Better Roads ... " Plain 
politicians think of roads as the indispen
sable means by which the owners of seventy 
million motor vehicles derive the benefits 
from what is for most of them the largest or 
second largest investment they ever make. 

Highway construction is especially impor
tant to the professional politicians, since it 
provides the largest single supply of money 
available these days to support their activi
ties. The alliance of the county leader and 
the contractor is ancient and by no means 
dishonorable. Public works represents the 
most beneficent outlet yet devised for the 
politician's need to make a living and at the 
same time please the public. If it occasion
ally takes the form of paving stream beds in 
Kansas City, it may also produce a New York 
State Thruway. 

In most states a symbiotic relationship has 
been established between the contracting 
firms and the local political organizations 
which obviates the usual forms of corrup
tion. The contractors pay an honest tithe to 
the parties' exchequers out of fair profits, 
which are large mostly because the sums in
volved are vast. It is a point of pride with 
many contractors to make all contributions 
by check and often, as it were, in public 
through advertisements in party yearbooks. 
To the extent that this system works, it pro
vides an excellent if informal means of fi
nancing our parties out of tax funds: con
tractors are normally apolitical, asking only 
that there be just a little more than enough 
work to go around. The politicians usually 
do their best. 

One special attraction of the interstate 
program was that these roads, for the most 
part, would be brand-new. Seventy-two per 
cent of the mileage, both in urban and rural 
areas, would be on entirely new locations. 
Along most of these thirty-thousand-odd 
miles, property values are destined to soar. 
This is sure to please the owners, whether 
the property has been in the family for years 
or, by good fortune, recently acquired. The 
redoubtable George Washington Plunkett of 
Tammany Hall was not the last American 
politician who could suggest as his epitaph 
"He Seen His Opportunities, and He Took 
'Em." 

In a Democratic Congress dominated by 
Southern and Western representatives, the 
program had the further advantage of pro
viding a considerable subsidy to those parts 
of the country. Far the heaviest concentra
tion of traffic and automobiles in the nation 
is located in a parallelogram running from 
Boston to Milwaukee down to St. Louis over 
to Washington and back up to Boston. The 
area's fourteen states and the District of Co
lumbia had just under half the nation's 
motor vehicles in 1955. However, only a quar
ter of the interstate mileage is located in 
these states. Mississippi, with one-third to a 
half as many automobiles as Massachusetts, 
is to get almost one and a half times the 

mileage. Texas, with five-sixths as many 
automobiles as New York, is to get almost 
three times as much mileage. 

It was fortunate for the President that 
there were so many sound political reasons 
to support his program. There weren't many 
others. With the railroads running at fifty 
per cent of capacity, a sudden, sharp increase 
.in intercity transportation facilities rep
resented, if anything, a threat to the eco
nomic stability of the entire transportation 
industry. Almost certainly the 40,000-mile 
figure was too large: it had no basis other 
than the enthusiasm of the wartime Con
gress for a peacetime program that might be 
years away. In 1944 Congress had little idea 
where this mileage was to be located, much 
less whether it would be needed. Ten years 
later the Clay Committee appointed by 
President Eisenhower found that only 8,500 
miles of the system could expect enough 
traffic to pay for themselves as toll roads
and of these, all but 3,500 were already built 
or being built. 

There was no question that city streets 
were jammed, and it was always understood 
that half the cost of the program would go to 
urban arterials. But this aspect of the pro
gram should have evoked the Malthusian 
specter raised by New York City's Deputy 
Administrator Lyle C. Fitch: the number of 
automobiles increases to fill all the space 
provided. 

A few months after the program was adopt
ed, Geoffrey Crowther of the London Econo
mist, returned from a trans-American tour, 
told a New York meeting of the Committee 
for Economic Development: "I have driven 
myself with my own hands over 12,000 miles. 
. . . I could tell you a great deal about the 
.. . fabulous development of the highways in 
the United States. I find myself puzzled by 
the statements-that are taken for granted 
in this country now-that your highways are 
obsolete. I think I can claim to know as 
much about them now as anybody in this 
room and I say it is not so. Your highway 
system is magnificient. It is overburdened in 
the immediate vicinity of the large cities; 
but get away from the large cities and your 
highways are empty. 

"I wonder," said Crowther, speaking of the 
new interstate program, "if the matter has 
been investigated as thoroughly as it should 
be." It had been. Any number of congress
men had wondered if it could not be made 
bigger. It was. The President's proposal was 
adopted with only one other important 
change. Ever alert to the call of patriotism, 
Congress lengthened the title to make it the 
Interstate and Defense Highway program. 

WHO PAYS THE BILL? 

The urge to have the highways was not 
matched by an urge to pay for them. From 
the outset the financing of the program has 
been the object of much controversy and 
muddle. 

The Clay Committee had proposed that the 
program be financed through an independent 
Federal Highway Corporation which would 
sell some $20 billion worth of bonds to raise 
money to build the highways in a ten-year 
period. The bonds would be retired over thir
ty years by the returns on the two-cent Fed
eral gasoline tax. This would have permitted 
an increase in government borrowing and 
spending of billions of dollars each year, 
without any increase in the debt limit, the 
budget, or taxes. 

The fiscal conservatives in Congress were 
upset by this proposal for deficit financing. 
The partisan Democrats were loath to let the 
President carry off such a political coup. The 
two groups combined to insist on what is 

substantially a pay-as-you-go program, 
matching increased expenditures with in
creased taxes. After some difficulty over 
which taxes would be increased, a bipartisan 
program passed the House in April, 1956, by a 
vote of 388-19. The Senate approved its meas
ure and the President promptly signed the 
conference bill . 

The Highway Act of 1956 gave the Presi
dent the $25 billion he had asked to con
struct the interstate system (to be matched 
by $2.5 billion from the states) and provided 
a third more than he had asked for regular 
highway aid. The authorized mileage of the 
interstate system was increased to 41,000. It 
was to be built over a thirteen-year period, 
at a rate of Federal expenditure, rising to 
$2.2 billion per year. 

To provide the money, the fuel tax was in
creased from two cents to three cents per 
gallon and the tax on new tires from five 
cents to eight cents per pound. These in
creases, together with some smaller ones on 
other taxes, brought an increase of almost 
two-thirds in taxes on highway use. A High
way Trust Fund was set up to receive these 
and some related taxes. The receipts of the 
Trust Fund would be used to pay for the 
highway program. 

The device of the Trust Fund satisfied the 
administration's wish to keep the increased 
level of government spending from showing 
up on the budget. The bulk of highway ex
penditure is now carried as a separate item, 
similar to Social Security payments. Thus in 
the budget for fiscal 1961, highway expendi
tures are shown as $3 million, although they 
will actually be something like $3 billion . 

The program got under way on July 1, 1956, 
but it was in trouble even before it began. 
The financial plan provided for the Highway 
Trust Fund to incur some deficits during the 
peak construction years. These would be bal
anced by surpluses obtained during the early 
period when the program was still on the 
drawing boards and during the latter years 
as it was tapering off. At the last minute, 
Senator Harry Byrd of Virginia, supported 
by Secretary of the Treasury George M. 
Humphrey, added an amendment that for
bade the Trust Fund ever to incur a deficit. 
This means the scheduled program would 
have to be cut back as soon as the small ini
tial surplus was used up. 

A deficit seemed imminent in March, 1958, 
when the President asked Congress to permit 
the expenditure of an additional $600 million 
on the interstate system as an anti-recession 
measure. Congress eagerly responded with 
$800 million. The 1958 recession thus caused 
an increase in expenditures and at the same 
time a decrease in receipts because of low
ered economic activity. In January, 1959, the 
Secretary of Commerce reported to Congress 
that unless receipts were increased the fund 
would soon be exhausted. There would be no 
interstate funds apportioned for fiscal 1961 
and only $500 million for 1962. 

To prevent this the President asked that 
fuel taxes be increased from the three cents 
to four and a half cents a gallon. This 
aroused opposition from the oil companies, 
and for a time it seemed that the program 
might be seriously interrupted, but at the 
last moment Congress enacted a one-cent 
gas-tax increase. The President asked for the 
other half cent in his recent budget message, 
but nothing will be done until after the elec
tion. 

Something will have to be done soon, how
ever, for the financial problems of the inter
state system have become more difficult 
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than simply maintaining the level of expend
itures envisioned in 1956. Since then the esti
mated cost of the system has almost dou
bled. 

In January, 1958, the Secretary of Com
merce announced that revised estimates in
dicated that instead of $25 billion, the Fed
eral share of the interstate cost would be 
nearly $34 billion. This was for only 38,548 
miles, however, which, it turned out, was all 
the routes laid out in 1947 required. To build 
the remaining 1,452 of the 40,000 miles origi
nally planned (never any question of just dis
pensing with them as a tribute to efficient 
management) and the extra thousand miles 
authorized in 1956 will require another $2.2 
b1llion. Technically the revised estimate did 
not even cover all of the 38,548 miles, since it 
did not include the cost of reimbursing the 
states that had already built parts of the 
system with their own funds or as toll roads. 
This would add perhaps $4.3 b1llion. There is 
also the matter of some $1.5 b1llion for relo
cating railroad tracks, telephone lines, and 
other utilities disturbed by the new high
ways, as authorized by Congress. Also, an
other half b1llion dollars might be needed to 
provide the extra 1.5 per cent of the cost to 
states that forbid b1llboards along the new 
routes, as authorized by Congress. This could 
bring the total Federal-state cost to some
thing like $45 billion. The sole prospect of 
economy is that the states aren't taking up 
the no-billboard option. 

WHO RUNS rr? 
This is not the end of it: rising costs are 

built into the interstate system. From the 
outset the program has been undermined by 
the administration's desire for Big Govern
ment achievements without Big Govern
ment. The Clay Committee envisioned the 
largest public-works program in history 
being carried on with no increase in public 
personnel. " ... The Federal Highway Cor
poration should consist only of a board of di
rectors with secretarial assistants"-a kind 
of bureaucratic fantasy in which almost ev
eryone is a member of the board and there is 
no overhead. The Clay Committee proposed 
that the interstate program be operated 
through the Bureau of Public Roads as an or
dinary Federal highway-aid program, with 
all the work of picking sites, drawing plans, 
letting contracts, and so forth, done by the 
states. For extra help the states, many of 
which were altogether incapable of doing 
such work anyway, would turn to the "pri
vate engineering organizations capable of 
providing sound engineering in this field." 
All of this, in some way, would further "the 
President's stated desire for 'a co-operative 
alliance between Federal Government and 
the States so that government ... will be 
the manager of its own area.'" 

The President has had his desire. The Bu
reau of Public Roads, with only a handful of 
extra help, depends on the states, which de
pend on consulting engineers. The consulting 
engineers, normally paid by a percentage of 
cost of the projects they design, depend on 
the Rotary Club for forecasts of the traffic 
potential of whatever town they happen to 
be tearing up. 

WHERE IS rr BUILT? 

Many instances of almost incredible mis
management have appeared in scathing re
ports by the Comptroller General, but there 
is nothing to be done about it. The interstate 
program is not a Federal enterprise; it is 
only a Federal expense. Washington is sim
ply committed to keep supplying money 
until it is finished. But the states have no 
real freedom of action either. The basic deci-

sion to build the system has been made for 
them: the enormous "bargain" of the 90-10 
money makes it politically impossible to do 
anything but take the money as fast as pos
sible and try to match it. Since all contracts 
are closely scrutnized by the U.S. Bureau of 
Public Roads, the states hardly see it as 
their responsibility to control the costs of 
the program, as indeed it is not. But the bu
reau, under equally heavy pressure to keep 
the program rolling and Congress happy, ex
ercises little real control. It functions rather 
as a company comptroller who fusses over 
items on an expense account without ever 
daring to ask if the trip was necessary. In 
fairness, the bureau could hardly do other
wise: in 1958 it had two investigators to cover 
the entire United States. 

The Comptroller General's men recently 
came upon a three-mile segment in "a very 
sparsely settled area" of Nevada on which 
three interchanges have been built at a cost 
of $884,000. They wm handle a daily traffic 
load of eighty-nine vehicles, serving, in the 
words of the General Accounting Office, 
"some old mines, a power line, four or five 
small ranches, and a house of ill repute." 

From Arkansas the state auditors re
ported: "On every hand among both employ
ees and commissioners we encountered a 
strange and distressing apathy at any ex
travagant use of highway funds." In Indiana 
apathy was replaced by enthusiasm: the boys 
had organized a syndicate with highway de
partment employees to take all the risks out 
of speculating on capital gains from right-of
way condemnations. The Pennsylvania high
way department, one hundred percent pa
tronage, was performing less than· ten per
cent of the preliminary engineering on inter
state routes, while passing out contracts to 
consulting-engineers at the rate of a $1 mil
lion a month. In West Virginia, " ... only 
about ten percent of the state's project engi
neers ... were registered or graduate engi
neers.''. 

With no strong direction of the program, 
there has been no way to resist the political 
pressures to build a little bit of interstate 
highway in every county along the 41,000-
mile route. Limited-access highways over 
new locations are more like bridges than or
dinary roads. Until they make the complete 
crossing from one city to another they are 
relatively useless, starting, likely as not, at 
one of the cities and ending in a corn-field. A 
minimum of businesslike management would 
have arranged for the system to be built in 
complete segments, concentrating on the 
more important ones. Instead it is being 
built in fragments strewn across the con
tinent. It will be years before these are con
nected into anything like a national system. 

The repeated financial crises of the pro
gram have created a mistaken impression 
that it is slowing down. Apportionments of 
funds for the next two fiscal years will be 
down as much as $600 million, but this will 
no more than offset the increased provided in 
1958. According to Federal Highway Adminis
trator Bertram D. Tallamy, who built the 
New York State Thruway and is in charge of 
the interstate program, expenditures are 
running some four percent ahead of the 
schedule envisioned by the 1956 legislation. 
Fifteen thousand miles of the system are ei
ther in the contract stage or have actually 
been completed. Routes have been located 
and plans are in process for ninety-five per
cent of the remaining mileage. 

True, unless more funds are made avail
able, the program wm stretch out. But there 
is much support for providing more funds. 
The President's recent budget message, 

which calls for cuts in housing, hospital, 
water pollution, and similar programs and 
makes clear that a serious education bill 
will be vetoed, nonetheless proposes more 
funds to "permit the construction program 
for the Interstate System to proceed at a 
higher and more desirable level." Congress 
continues to share the President's unflag
ging interest in highways. Senator Albert 
Gore, who sponsored the 1956 legislation, was 
talking awhile back about adding another 
seven thousand miles. 

A few legislators such as Senator Paul 
Douglas of lllinois have questioned whether 
this is the very best way to spend our money. 
Senator Eugene McCarthy of Minnesota has 
asked whether the program wasn't merely 
hastening the day when "You'll be able to 
drive eighty miles an hour along super
highways from one polluted stream to an
other, from one urban slum to another, from 
one rundown college campus to another." 

The only certain consequence of the rising 
costs of the program is that there is no 
longer much serious possibility of reimburs
ing the states that built sections of the sys
tem as toll roads. In the postwar years, after 
the outlines of the interstate system had 
been established, a number of states did this. 
From the outset of the present program it 
has been recognized that justice entitled 
these states to be reimbursed so that they 
might either remove the tolls or build addi
tional roads. Five years ago it seemed un
thinkable that this would not be done. An 
administration spokesman told the House 
Committee on Public Works that not to re
imburse these states would be like saying, 
"Boys, we are sorry, you took care of your
selves, so you do not get anything.'' 

The 1956 legislation declared the intent of 
Congress to settle this matter, but as one fi
nancial crisis has followed another, the in
tention has grown weaker. It is now prac
tically settled that those states which did 
not wait around for Uncle Sam to look after 
them will in fact get nothing. So much for 
the fate of the bird dogs in the Eisenhower 
years. 

Not surprisingly, seventy percent of these 
toll roads are located in the states of the 
northeastern parallelogram, which as a re
sult w111 get even less than a quarter of the 
interstate mileage. 

This development only compounds the in
equity of paying for the interstate system 
with gasoline taxes. Drivers on the Massa
chusetts Turnpike, the Indiana Toll Road, 
the New York State Thruway, and similar 
highways will not only have to pay tolls to 
use their portion of the interstate system, 
but they wm be paying extra gasoline taxes 
to build the other portions. 

WHO BENEFfrS MOST? 

Apart from any regional imbalance, the 
gasoline tax is still a highly questionable 
way of distributing the burden of paying for 
the interstate system in terms of the bene
fits that w111 be derived from it. The fuel 
levy really amounts to a household tax
more than fifteen dollars a year on the aver
age--on the seven out of ten American fami
lies that own an automobile. Most of these 
families will use the interstate from time to 
time, but hardly enough to get their money 
back. 

By contrast, the system will provide a 
great subsidy to industry in the form of 
cheap road transport. The nature of this sub
sidy has been obscured by the endless argu
ments concerning the precise share of high
way costs that should be paid by trucks as 
against private automobiles. (The Federal 
government and the states are currently 
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spending $22 million running tractor-trailers 
over a road near Ottawa, Dlinois, to deter
mine just how much they damage the pave
ment.) Although it appears that truckers do 
not pay a fair portion of highway costs, this 
in itself is not the secret of their economic 
success. The truckers' main advantage is 
that railroads must pay all the cost of build
ing and maintaining their transportation 
system, while trucks pay only when they ac
tually use the roads. Of each railroad reve
nue dollar, twenty cents goes to right-of-way 
costs. For trucks the figure is four and a half 
cents. 

As a result of this advantage, in the words 
of the industry's trade association, "Within 
one generation, trucking has become the 
dominant form of transportation in the Unit
ed States." This dominance will be con
firmed by the completion of the interstate 
system, at a presently estimated cost of 
some $45 billion. The net investment in our 
entire 220,000-mile railroad system is only $28 
billion. Were it not for the trucking subsidy, 
the railroads would almost certainly be run
ning at better than their current fifty per 
cent of capacity. 

Some of this imbalance could be righted if 
the Interstate Commerce Commission were 
authorized to take the road subsidy into ac
count in fixing trucking rates. But actually 
only a third of the road transport is con
ducted by firms operating as common car
riers in direct competition with railroads 
and under regulation by the ICC. Railroad 
analyst A. Joseph Debe of Standard & Poor's 
estimates that two-thirds of it is conducted 
by or for private industries hauling their 
own products. It is these companies, spread 
across the entire range of American indus
try, that benefit most from the highway sub
sidy. 

Because two-thirds of truck traffic is sub
ject to no rate regulation, the only practical 
way to restore any economic balance in 
intercity transportation would be to impose 
a toll on the commercial users of the inter
state system. A permit system would not 
send trucks to parallel routes: they gladly 
pay as much as ten cents a mile to use a road 
like the New York State Thruway. (This 
may give some indication of the size of sub
sidy on free roads.) 

The question of tolls must also be asked in 
connection with the problem of how the sys
tem is to be maintained by the states once it 
is built. Running a limited-access highway is 
a complex, exacting job requiring intensive, 
continuous supervision, much as does run
ning a railroad. The great turnpikes are, in 
fact, very much like railroads; they are not 
public facilities nearly so much as they are 
public enterprises. Their headquarters are 
elaborate communications centers receiving 
information and dispatching orders, often of 
much urgency. The forces required to keep 
the route open in winter, repair damage, 
keep up with maintenace, and generally look 
after things are far greater then those re
quired on ordinary roads. The costs run as 
high as $10,000 per mile per year. Few states 
have this kind of money; fewer have the or
ganization to spend it effectively. Only tolls 
can really be expected to provide either. 

The problem will be vastly enlarged by the 
absence of any food or fUel fac111ties on the 
interstate system. Limited-access highways 
are isolated travel corridors; it is essential 
that they be self-contained as possible. Res
taurants and service stations are automati
cally included in plans for any large toll 
road. Anyone who has used a turnpike knows 
how busy these facilities are. They produce 
income from concessionaire fees and provide 

indispensable service to motorists. But the 
Highway Act of 1956 specifically provided 
that there should be no service facilities on 
the system. 

A motorist on the interstate system who 
has car trouble or needs gas will have to 
leave the main road at an interchange to 
find a service station. At four in the after
noon he will almost certainly find one open. 
At four in the morning he will almost cer
tainly find them all closed. The oil compa
nies are thus free of any obligations to set up 
stations on interstate routes where their 
prices might be regulated, where they might 
have to share their profits with the state 
governments, and most particularly where 
they might have to stay open in the unprof
itable hours of the early morning. And, of 
course, nothing will help real-estate values 
at those interchanges like a gas station and 
a honky-tonk or two. As far as the public is 
concerned, it means the interstate routes 
will almost certainly be poorly maintained 
and will be dangerous to drive on at night or 
at any time during the winter. 

CHAOS IN CONCRETE 

It is not true, as is sometimes alleged, that 
the sponsors of the interstate program ig
nored the consequences it would have in the 
cities. Nor did they simply acquiesce in 
them. They exulted in them. Thanks to high
ways, declared the Clay Report, "We have 
been able to dispense our factories, our 
stores, our people, in short, to create a revo
lution in living habits. Our cities have 
spread into suburbs, dependent on the auto
mobile for their existence. The automobile 
has restored a way of life in which the indi
vidual may live in a friendly neighborhood, 
it has brought city and country closer to
gether, it has made us closer together, it has 
made us one country and a united people." 

This rhapsody startled many of those who 
have been concerned with the future of the 
American city. To undertake a vast program 
of urban highway construction with no 
thought for other forms of transportation 
seemed lunatic. 

The 1939 report that Roosevelt sent to Con
gress-prepared in the Department of Agri
culture-took it as axiomatic that the new 
highways would be part of, and provide the 
occasion for, a "radical revision of the city 
plan," which would coordinate other urban 
programs such as slum clearance and provide 
for a "reintegration of facilities for the var
ious forms of transportation." The 1944 legis
lation had much the same intent. But so far 
as the Highway Act of 1956 goes, there is no 
form of transportation but the automobile, 
and the act has no objective save providing 
more room for it. 

It had always been understood that a large 
portion of the interstate funds would be 
spent in the metropolitan areas, but the 1956 
legislation went further to declare that 
"local needs ... shall. be given equal consid
eration with the needs of interstate com
merce," thus authorizing construction of ar
terial highways only by courtesy connected 
with the interstate system. 

It was clear at the time that locating the 
metropolitan portions of the interstate sys
tem would constitute an unprecedented ven
ture into national planning. It is estimated 
that the size of our metropolitan areas would 
double by 1975. For good or ill, the location 
of the interstate arterials would, more than 
any other factor, determine how this growth 
would take place. Yet no planning provisions 
of any kind were included. 

In the absence of any other provisions, the 
"planning" would be done by highway engi
neers. Theirs, admittedly, is an unjustly rna-

ligned profession. Nothing in the training or 
education of most civil engineers prepares 
them to do anything more than build sound 
highways cheaply. In the course of doing this 
job they frequently produce works of star
tling beauty-compare the design of public 
highways with that of public housing. Yet, in 
the words of John T. Howard of the Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology, "It does 
not belittle them to say that, just as war is 
too important to leave to the generals, so 
highways are too important to leave to the 
highway engineers." 

Highways determine land use, which is an
other way of saying they settle the future of 
the areas in which they are built. It stands 
to reason that engineers should be required 
to conform their highway plans to metro
politan land-use designed in the context of 
more general economic and social objectives. 

Yet in 1956 we had no metropolitan area 
plans, as we had no metropolitan area gov
ernments. The only one we have now is the 
Dade County (Miami), Florida, which is just 
getting started. 

In this predicament, there was consider
able sentiment for a moratorium on the 
urban interstate program until planning re
quirements could be imposed. Most of those 
concerned however, as the distinguished 
transportation economist Wilfred Own is 
frank to say, felt if the program went ahead 
it would precipitate such a crisis that some
thing would have to be done at last about 
our metropolitan areas. 

Across the nation there seemed to be an in
creasing awarness among those who actually 
run the cities and suburbs that do nothing 
more than build bigger highways only pro
duced bigger traffic jams. There seemed a 
growing belief that a complex system of 
mass transit had to be preserved, or revived, 
or even indeed created-if only to make 
automobile transportation feasible. 

The sorry results of carrying on a number 
of Federal urban-development programs 
completely independent of each other had 
become increasingly evident. Thus the 
American Municipal Association formally 
requested legislation requiring that the 
urban-renewal and highway program be co
ordinated. 

The crisis has come. It has been impossible 
for the cities to resist the offer of unprece
dented amounts of money, however futile 
they might know it will be to spend it on 
highways alone. In one metropolis after an
other the plans have been thrown together 
and the bulldozers set to work. 

Here and there, as in Milwaukee, a vigor
ous and established city planning authority 
has been able to get intolerable plans 
redrawn. But in general the program is doing 
about what was to be expected: throwing up 
a Chinese wall across Wilmington, driving 
educational institutions out of downtown 
Louisville, plowing through the center of 
Reno. When the interstate runs into a place 
like Newburgh, New York, the wreckage is 
something to see. Down the Hudson, Robert 
Mosses is getting set to build the Canal 
Street Expressway, the first hundred-million 
dollar mile. 

The Bureau of Public Roads recently con
sidered an edict requiring that some area 
plans be developed before interstate funds 
are allocated, but the idea was abandoned. 
Some felt it was too late anyway. As for re
lating the highway program to urban re
newal, a recent policy statement of the 
American Institute of Planners said simply: 
"Except for the coordination which may be 
supplied at the local level . . . each one is 
apparently operating entirely independently 
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of the other." The legislation asked by the 
Municipal Association was never introduced. 
It was with compassion that Paul Ylvisaker 
of the Ford Foundation recently addressed a 
meeting of city planners as the "Beaten Pro
fession." 

Just ahead for all of us, perhaps, is Los An
geles, in the words of Harrison Salisbury, 
"nestled" under its blanket of smog, girdled 
by bands of freeways, its core eviscerated by 
concrete strips and asphalt fields, its cir
culatory arteries pumping away without 
focus . . . the prototype of Gasopolis, the 
rubber-wheeled living region of the future." 

MONEY TALKS 

Yet we may be learning our lesson after 
all: Owen may be right. All across the coun
try, area planners and highway engineers are 
discussing what they recognize as their com
mon problems with a new sense of urgency. 
It is clear that if the areas in which Federal 
highways are to be built were required to 
work out adequate plans for the use of land 
and transportation before the money was 
handed over, the planning would almost cer
tainly be done. The demand for 90-10 high
way funds is so great that there is almost 
nothing, however sensible, that local govern
ments would not do to get their share. 

It is true that metropolitan-area planning 
w111 not be an easy matter to bring off. Den
nis O'Harrow, director of the American Soci
ety of Planning Officials, says candidly: 
"There is a shortage of planners, a shortage 
of information, a shortage of money to sup
port studies, and more fundamentally, a 
shortage of information as to what should be 
done if you could do what you wished." But 
this is a normal condition of human affairs. 
Almost any effort to think a bit about what 
we are doing would help. 

Simply by providing some flexibility in the 
program, we could produce great savings. If 
the cities were permitted to do what they 
thought best with, say, fifty percent of the 
more than $20 billion of interstate funds al
lotted to them, much of it would almost cer
tainly go to mass transit and commuter fa
cilities. This kind of money could reshape 
urban transportation in America: our total 
national investment in public transit is less 
than $4 billion, and a combined highway
mass transit-commuter program could al
most certainly produce the same results at 
lower cost than a program dependent on 
highways alone. 

It is becoming increasingly apparent that 
American· government, both national and 
local, can no longer ignore what is happening 
as the suburbs eat endlessly into the coun
tryside. Since the spreading pollution of land 
follows the roads, those who build the roads 
must also recognize their responsibility for 
the consequences. There are a number of ob
vious steps that could be taken. Public au
thorities could, for example, buy up the de
velopment rights of open land in the sub
urbs--not the property itself, but only an 
easement to prevent it from being turned 
into a factory site or a housing development. 
This could be done, as it is in England, in ac
cordance with an area land-use plan that 
fixes the perimeter of the metropolitan area, 
or alternates built-up sections with open 
spaces. What this really amounts to is effec
tive zoning regulations. 

How could the money be found to pay for 
the development rights? A practical solution 
would be the technique of "excess-taking" as 
proposed by President Roosevelt in his 1939 
message to Congress. As he put it: "The gov
ernment, which puts up the cost of the high
way, buys a strip on each side of the highway 
itself, uses it for the rental of concessions 

and sells it off over a period of years to home 
builders and others who wish to live near a 
main artery of travel. Thus the government 
gets the unearned increment and reimburses 
itself in large part for the building of the 
road.'' 

This "unearned increment" can be stagger
ing; a five thousand percent increase in land 
values is not uncommon. At a time when 
state and local governments are reaching a 
limit of the money they can get out of tax
payers, here is an opportunity to get money 
that doesn't belong to anyone: it doesn't 
exist, as it were, until the government builds 
the highway. It represents a legitimate 
source of government revenue of great poten
tial. Used to shape the development that the 
highways make possible, it could transform 
the suburbs of the next half century. 

All these possibilities are enlivened by the 
investigation of the interstate program now 
getting underway in Congress. So much 
thieving, mischief, and blunder will be un
covered (if not, it will be necessary to inves
tigate the investigators) that the public 
should be prepared for a serious reappraisal 
of the program by the next administration, 
Democratic or Republican. 

We may yet impart some sanity and public 
purpose to this vast enterprise. We may yet 
establish some equity in paying for the high
ways and restore some balance between them 
and other elements of our transportation 
system. We may even refute Belloc's dictum, 
"The general rule in history is that a city 
having reached its highest point of wealth 
becomes congested, refuses to accept its only 
remedy, and passes on from congestion to 
decay." But we shall not escape his rule that 
"the Road moves and controls all history." 

Roads can make or break a nation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. BURNS pertain

ing to the introduction of S. 785 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, am I 
entitled to 10 minutes in morning busi
ness? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per

taining to the introduction of S. 788 are 
located in today's RECORD under 
"Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.") 

JOHN SHERMAN COOPER-A 
SENATE AND KENTUCKY LEGEND 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, Ken

tucky is a small State, but it has had 
a large impact on the U.S. Senate and 
the Nation. Two of the greatest Sen
ators in our history came from Ken
tucky-Henry Clay in the 19th century, 
and John Sherman Cooper in the 20th 
century. 

Kentucky is justly famous for its 
thoroughbreds in horse racing, but it is 
also famous for its thoroughbreds in 
statesmen. In his long and distin
guished career, Senator John Sherman 
Cooper, who died on February 21, was 
one of the finest statesmen of this cen
tury. 

I came to the Senate in 1962, and I 
had the privilege of serving with Sen
ator Cooper and learning from him for 
10 years, until his retirement in 1972. In 
a sense, I inherited Senator Cooper 
from my brother. They had served to
gether in the Senate in the 1950's, and 
when I was first elected to the Senate, 
my brother gave me this advice: "If 
you want the unvarished truth on any 
issue, free from partisan bias or special 
interest influence, all you have to do is 
remember four little words-ask John 
Sherman Cooper." It was some of the 
best advice I ever received. 

President Kennedy had come to know 
Senator Cooper well during their serv
ice together in the Senate. My brother 
thought highly of him and valued his 
judgment. A week after he was elected 
President in 1960, my brother invited 
Senator Cooper to his home in George
town, to ask his advice about people 
and issues for the new administration. 
My brother respected Senator Cooper's 
ability and bipartisanship, and he 
helped my brother get the New Fron
tier off to a strong start. 

Nearly two decades have passed since 
Senator Cooper left the Senate. But his 
familiar presence, his quiet persuasive 
ability in debate, his courtly grace, his 
uncommon warmth, and his unfailing 
humility will never be forgotten by all 
of us who had the privilege to know 
him, to serve with him, and to be his 
friend. 

When I think of Senator Cooper, I 
think of many characteristics-his ex
traordinary wisdom and statesman
ship, his unsurpassed ability and integ
rity, and his remarkable unselfish
ness-which endeared him to all Sen
ators on both sides of the aisle. He was 
the embodiment of the famous saying 
that there is no limit to what a person 
can accomplish in Washington, if he is 
willing to give someone else the credit. 

Because of the high respect in which 
he was held, Senator Cooper could sin
gle-handedly make the Senate pause 
and reconsider, even at the 11th hour, 
an unwise course of action on which it 
had embarked. On one occasion, after 
the Senate had already actually gone 
on record in favor of a particularly 
controversial position, Senator Cooper 
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rose and said that he had just taken 
the time to read the relevant section of 
the bill. He apologized to the Senate, 
but he was troubled by what he had 
read, and asked the Senate to recon
sider the vote it had just taken, so that 
he could study the bill overnight and 
give the Senate a more reasoned view. 
Perhaps no other Senator would have 
been accommodated in this way. 

I also remember Senator Cooper for 
the powerful impact he had on many 
vital issues in foreign and domestic 
policy. He was one of the first to under
stand the tragedy of our deepening in
volvement in Vietnam. The Cooper
Church amendment is among his 
proudest legacies, for it helped to end 
the war. Few Senators have earned 
greater respect as world statesmen, or 
have done more for the cause of global 
peace and international understanding. 

He was one of the first to see the flaw 
of the ABM proposal by the Johnson 
and Nixon administrations, and he was 
a leader of the bipartisan Senate battle 
against it in 1968 and 1969. It was a wa
tershed debate in terms of our effort to 
halt the nuclear arms race and move 
forward on arms control. 

He was also a strong supporter of 
progress on domestic issues. He had 
lived through the Depression, and he 
understood the need for antipoverty 
programs to help the poor, and Medi
care to help the elderly. He was a pio
neer for civil rights and voting rights, 
because like Lincoln, he knew that an 
America divided against itself could 
not stand. 

Throughout his career, Senator Coo
per was also deeply involved in efforts 
to encourage talented citizens to enter 
public service. He realized the need to 
attract young men and women, Repub
licans and Democrats, into the politi
cal process. 

I also remember him for many touch
es of personal kindness. At a low point 
in my 1980 Presidential race, after I 
had been defeated in the Iowa caucuses, 
I prepared an address to give at 
Georgetown University in Washington 
to restart my campaign. A reporter 
saw him in the audience and asked why 
he was there, since he was a Repub
lican. And Senator Cooper replied, 
"That's what friends are for." No Ken
nedy ever had a wiser friend, and 
America is a better and greater Nation 
today because of his commitment to its 
best ideals. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that remarks at the funeral serv
ice for Senator Cooper at Arlington Na
tional Cemetery on February 27 may be 
printed in the RECORD, along with 
other material on our extraordinary 
colleague who was both a Senator and 
a Kentucky legend. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REMARKS BY THE REVEREND CANON SANFORD 
GARNER, INTERIM PROVOST, WASHINGTON 
NATIONAL CATHEDRAL 

Family and friends of the Honorable John 
Sherman Cooper, we are now gathered to cel
ebrate his life, the gift of God that has 
meant so much to so many and that has left 
the world a richer and more humane place. 

We are here to offer our thanksgiving for 
who and what the Senator was as a person, 
and for what he contributed to the world, by 
God's grace manifested in him and through 
him. 

We are here to commend our brother-in
Christ, our mentor, our friend, to our Father 
and to all the company of heaven, asking 
them to love and care for John through all 
eternity. 

We can give thanks and rejoice on such oc
casions of passage, because for God's people 
death is Life. Death for us is that unique 
point between time and timelessness when 
God, the author and giver of life, can finally 
take complete possession of us; permanent 
possession, without our earth-bound resist
ance, reservation, reluctance, or timidity or 
fear. Death is that extraordinary experience 
when God, who is Creator and Life, fashions 
us finally to His life in the image and mode 
for which we were created in the beginning. 

We rejoice today, even as we mourn, that 
this earthly chapter of John's life is now 
completed, with distinction and honor. We 
rejoice that the victory is won, and that he 
goes forward from strength to strength in 
service to God. 

The Senator was, as you know, a very par
ticular and determined man. He left specific · 
and detailed instructions about this serv
ice-the place for the service; the persons he 
wanted to participate; the readings to be 
used; a list of friends he wanted present. His 
orders for me were, "A short statement, not 
laudatory." 

Forgive me, Senator, but I must add that 
you demonstrated the true marks of great
ness. You loved God and His Church. You 
loved your parents and your family. You 
loved and served your country. You loved, 
respected and cared for the least and the 
lowest in God's world. 

No finer tribute could be paid than that by 
a fellow legislator: "John Sherman Cooper is 
the only man I have known who has traveled 
the spectrum of social and political life and 
left only dignity, honor, and respect wher
ever he walked." 

Well done, Senator. Well done, Gentleman 
from Kentucky. You have fought the good 
fight, you have finished the race, you have 
kept the faith. Enter thou the joy of your 
Lord. 

I now read two of Mrs. Cooper's favorite 
passages from Holy Scripture: 

John 15:12-13: This is my commandment, 
that you love one another as I have loved 
you. Greater love has no man than this, that 
a man lay down his life for his friends. 

Romans 12:9-13: Let love be genuine; hate 
what is evil, hold fast to what is good; 

Love one another with brotherly affection; 
outdo one another in showing honor. 

Never flag in zeal, be aglow with the Spir
it, serve the Lord. 

Rejoice in your hope, be patient in tribu
lation, be constant in prayer. 

Contribute to the needs of the saints, prac
tice hospitality. 

REMARKS BY REV. WILLIAM HAGUE, RECTOR, 
CHRIST CHURCH PARISH, KENSINGTON, MD 
John Sherman Cooper was a gentleman in 

the true sense of the word. His gentlemanli
ness was demonstrated in his love for God, a 

love that he shared with people in his joy of 
life. That joy was contagious, especially as it 
manifested itself in his devotion to his coun
try. Senator Cooper had a vision for Amer
ica, and he worked hard to make that vision 
a reality, touching the lives of countless 
Americans. 

He loved Kentucky. That was his home, 
and that was the place that shaped his heart. 

Most especially, John Cooper loved people. 
Friendship meant the world to him, and the 
greatest compliment he could offer anyone 
was: "You are a· true friend." 

Senator Cooper chose a poem that I would 
like to read now-"Crossing the Bar," by Al
fred Lord Tennyson: 
Sunset and evening star, 

And one clear call for me! 
And may there be no moaning of the bar, 

When I put out to sea, 
But such a tide as moving seems asleep, 

Too full for sound and foam, 
When that which drew from out the bound

less deep 
Turns again home. 

Twilight and evening bell, 
And after that the dark! 

And may there be no sadness of farewell, 
When I embark; 

For tho' from out our bourne of Time and 
Place 

The flood may bear me far, 
I hope to see my Pilot face to face 

When I have crost the bar. 
John Cooper is meeting that Maker with 

open arms as he crosses that bar. For surely 
he is with that God who loves him and cares 
for him in that Eternal Kingdom where there 
are no tears or sighing, but life everlasting. 
Amen. 

REMARKS OF DR. ROBERT F. BROWNING, PAS
TOR OF FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH, SOMERSET, 
KY 
I speak today on behalf of all Pulaski 

Countians. My message is simple. I have 
come to express our love and appreciation 
for Senator Cooper and his family. 

We are grateful for all he did to make the 
world a better place, including his beloved 
Pulaski County. But more than that, we are 
grateful for the healthy pride he instilled in 
our hearts. He was truly an inspiration to all 
of us and made us proud to be Kentuckians. 

He was one of us and always remembered 
that. He never forgot his roots and never 
wanted to forget them. He was happiest 
when he was home. 

Yes, Pulaski Countians loved and respected 
him perhaps more than any native son. The 
feeling was mutual. Between his frequent 
visits, Senator Cooper would write often to 
the people back home. It was not unusual to 
get a call from him. He was energized by con
versations about people in Somerset and Pu
laski County. Although he left many times 
and traveled to faraway places, his heart re
mained at home. 

In the fall of 1988, he came to my office to 
talk about this service. Our conversation 
lengthened and the topics expanded as I kept 
asking questions about his years of public 
service. I took notes and share with you a 
portion of what he said. 

1. Always vote your convictions and be 
willing to pay the price. 

2. Above all, be honorable. 
3. Answer criticism, if it is constructive. 
4. Constructive criticism will keep you 

humble. 
5. Earn the trust of people by letting them 

know you want the best for them. 
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6. Work hard. You will always wish you 

had done more. 
7. Cultivate a sense of humor. 
8. Spiritual matters are the most impor

tant matters. They're permanent. 
As he left the office that day, I recall my 

impressions of him. For me, Senator Cooper 
represented the best example I know of a 
faithful steward of influence and power. He 
made power a healthy word. 

In light of his value for spiritual matters, 
the Senator asked me to read the following 
to conclude this service. 

John Sherman Cooper was a member of the 
First Baptist Church of Somerset, Kentucky 
in 1912 and remained a member until his 
death. His father, mother, and family were 
members. When he came to his native home 
in Somerset, he attended the First Baptist 
Church whenever possible. 

He asked that I recite a few lines of the 
hymn, "Amazing Grace," which he told me 
was sung at the funeral of his father, for 
whom he was named. 
Amazing Grace, how sweet the sound, 

That saved a wretch like me. 
I once was lost but now am found, 

Was blind, but now I see. 
Twas Grace that taught my heart to fear, 

And Grace my fears relieved; 
How precious did that grace appear 

The hour I first believed. 
Psalm 23: 
The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want. 
He maketh me to lie down in green pas-

tures: he leadeth me beside the still waters. 
He restoreth my soul: he leadeth me in the 

paths of righteousness for his name's sake. 
Yea, though I walk through the valley of 

the shadow of death, I will fear no evil, for 
thou art with me; thy rod and thy staff they 
comfort me. 

Thou preparest a table before me in the 
presence of mine enemies: thou anointest my 
head with oil; my cup runneth over. 

Surely goodness and mercy shall follow me 
all the days of my life: and I will �d�~�~�l�l� in the 
house of the Lord forever. '-

John 3:16: 
For God so loved the world, that he gave 

his only begotten Son, that whosoever be
lieveth in him should not perish, but have 
everlasting life. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 23, 1991] 
INFLUENTIAL SENATOR, DIPLOMAT JOHN 

SHERMAN COOPER DIES 

(By Richard Harwood) 
John Sherman Cooper, one of the most re

spected Republican political leaders of his 
time and a man who served both his state, 
Kentucky, and his country as a diplomat and 
U.S. senator, died of cardiac arrest Feb. 21 at 
his home in Washington. He was 89. 

His life, an editorial writer once observed, 
was marked by an "integrity and decency" 
that won the trust and admiration of every 
president since World War II. President 
Harry S. Truman made him a delegate to the 
United Nations. He was a roving ambassador 
for Secretary of State Dean Acheson, an am
bassador to India under Dwight D. Eisen
hower, and a friend and confidante of John 
F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. Johnson appointed 
him to the Warren Commission for the inves
tigation of Kennedy's assassination. Gerald 
Ford appointed him ambassador to East Ger
many. 

Kentucky, preponderantly a Democratic 
state, sent him to the U.S. Senate five times. 
He established himself there as a credible 
and influential leader of the liberal minority 
in his party. A Kentucky journalist wrote of 

him that he "talks like a Democrat, votes 
like an independent and runs on the Repub
lican ticket." 

In truth, he was as nonpartisan as it is pos
sible to be in the American political system. 
He looked after local interests-the tobacco 
farmers, for example-but his principal in
terest was foreign affairs. He took progres
sive positions on civil rights, was one of the 
first to repudiate the tactics of Sen. Joseph 
R. McCarthy (R-Wis.) in the 1950s, and by 
1960 had compiled such a record that he was 
selected by Washington journalists as the 
outstanding Republican in the Senate. 

During the late 1960s and until his retire
ment from the Senate in 1972, he spent much 
of his time speaking against the deepening 
American involvement in Vietnam and in de
vising legislation to curb the warmaking 
powers of the president and to secure the 
withdrawal of American forces from Indo
china. 

His father was a wealthy land owner and 
entrepreneur. He graduated from Yale Uni
versity and attended Harvard University law 
school. At Yale, he was a varsity athlete and 
a member of the aristocratic Skull and 
Bones Society. 

In the early 1920s, his father died, by then 
virtually bankrupt and deeply in debt. The 
future senator dropped out of Harvard, re
turned home and worked, and borrowed 
money to pay his father's debts and to send 
his six brothers and sisters to college. It 
took him 25 years to get out of debt, "It 
didn't look like there was any end to it," he 
later recalled. 

Like his father, Sen. Cooper was active in 
local politics and served for several years as 
a Pulaski County judge. One of his favorite 
stories involved a return visit to the Pulaski 
County courthouse in the late 1950s. He was 
then in the Senate and famous in the county 
and in Kentucky. An old man in a wheelchair 
spotted him and asked his daughter in a qua
vering voice, "Who is that, Sally?" "Why, 
Daddy," she replied, "you know him. That's 
Judge Cooper." The old man looked again 
and said, "Fallin', ain't he?" 

Sen. Cooper was admitted to the Kentucky 
Bar in 1928, and served in the state House of 
Representatives from 1928 to 1930. He was a 
judge in Pulaski County for the next eight 
years. He ran unsuccessfully for governor in 
1941. 

The following year, with the United States 
engaged in World War II, he enlisted in the 
Army as a private at the age of 41. He won a 
commission and went to Europe with the 3rd 
Army of Gen. GeorgeS. Patton Jr. After the 
war he was a military government officer 
and was instrumental in revising the judicial 
system of Bavaria. His decorations included 
the Bronze Star. 

While in Europe, Sen. Cooper met and mar
ried an Army nurse and he brought her home 
to Somerset, Ky. The marriage didn't last. 
He was divorced in 1949. 

In 1955, he married Lorraine Rowan 
Shevlin, a prominent Georgetown hostess. 
Political opponents in Kentucky tried to. 
make an issue of the marriage to a woman 
with "airs." But she took part in all of Sen. 
Cooper's campaigns, dressed in fine frocks 
and carried a parasol, and proved to be a po
litical asset. She died in 1985. 

Sen. Cooper first won election to the Sen
ate in November 1946 to fill the vacancy 
caused by the resignation of Albert B. 
"Happy" Chandler, who resigned to become 
commissioner of baseball. Sen. Cooper was 
defeated for election for a full term in 1948. 

For the next four years Sen. Cooper was a 
delegate to the United Nations. In November 

1952, he again won election to the Senate, 
this time to fill the two years remaining in 
the term of Sen. Virgil M. Chapman, who had 
died in office. In 1954, he was again defeated 
for reelection. 

From March 1955 to August 1956, Sen. Coo
per was ambassador to India, the world's 
largest democracy and a leader in the Third 
World. One measure of the importance and 
complexity of that position is the distinction 
not only of Sen. Cooper but of some who 
have succeeded him, including John Kenneth 
Galbraith, Chester Bowles, former senator 
Kenneth Keating (R-N.Y.), and Daniel Pat
rick Moynihan (D), the current senior sen
ator from New York. 

After India, Sen. Cooper returned to Ken
tucky and in 1956 he won election to the Sen
ate a third time. This was to fill the four 
years remaining in the term of Sen. Alben W. 
Barkley, Truman's vice president, who died 
in office. 

Sen. Cooper was reelected in 1960 and 1966, 
growing in stature both in Kentucky and the 
nation. He served on the Foreign Relations 
Committee, among others. 

In March 1973, he became counsel to the 
Washington law firm of Covington & Burling. 
He left the firm in September 1974 to take up 
another difficult public post, that of ambas
sador to East Germany. 

In December 1976, he returned to Covington 
& Burling, where he specialized in problems 
dealing with regulatory and international 
law. 

As his Senate retirement neared in 1972, 
Sen. Cooper was honored in his home state 
with many speeches, resolutions and letters 
of commendation. A Republican legislator 
struck the common theme: 

"John Sherman Cooper is the only man I 
have known who has traveled the spectrum 
of social and political life and left only dig
nity, honor and respect wherever he 
walked.'' 

Sen. Cooper responded with words of Abra
ham Lincoln: 

"Thanks to all. To the great Republic; for 
the principles it lives by and keeps alive; for 
man's vast future. Thanks to all!" 

Survivors include a brother, Richard, of 
Somerset, Ky. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 24, 1991] 
JOHN SHERMAN COOPER 

John Sherman Cooper of Kentucky be
longed to the generation of politicians who 
after World War II built an international 
order based on American leadership. He was 
one of the people who turned this country to
ward the decision-one of the most con
sequential in its history-to share respon
sibility for what happened in the world be
yond its borders. That wasn't done easily or 
painlessly. 

On leaving military service he was elected 
from Kentucky to the Senate in 1946 for the 
last two years of an unexpired term. Prewar 
isolationism was deeply rooted in the Repub
lican Party, and most of its elders were ap
palled at the idea of stationing troops abroad 
permanently, or using taxpayers' money for 
foreign aid or committing the United States 
to defending European countries. Sen. Coo
per was in the minority, and he was defeated 
when he ran for a full term. He spent a cou
ple of years in the American delegation to 
the new United Nations, and in 1952, the year 
of President Eisenhower's great victory, he 
was elected to the Senate for, again, two 
years of an unexpired term. 

The party's nomination of Dwight D. Ei
senhower rather than Robert A. Taft had 
been a severe setback for the isolationist 
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cause, but by no means a final defeat. As 
Sen. Cooper returned to Washington, it was 
pressing a constitutional amendment-the 
Bricker amendment, after the Ohio Repub
lican who sponsored it-designed to evis
cerate the president's power to make binding 
treaties. It was fueled by widespread fears 
that the treaties embodying the country's 
new commitments were going to supersede 
large areas of American domestic law and 
subject the country to all manner of supra
national authority. If enacted, it would have 
made an active foreign policy impossible. It 
was finally beaten in the Senate by a margin 
of one vote. More than two-thirds of theRe
publican senators voted for it and against Ei
senhower. Although he was running for re
election, Sen. Cooper held fast with the 
president and voted against. He was defeated 
again that fall. 

He went to India as ambassador, then re
turned to Kentucky in 1956, to run yet again 
for the Senate, where he remained for 16 
years. This became the period in which the 
national consensus for internationalism, 
which he had done much to build, fractured 
on the issue of Vietnam. Sen. Cooper himself 
took a leading part in the legislative effort 
to curb the president's power-in this case, 
the war-making power-and to compel the 
retirement of American forces from Indo
china. 

He lived a long life-long enough to see a 
Republican president, with the support of his 
party and Congress, send a massive military 
force halfway around the world to defend a 
friendly country and challenge a dictator 
who had invaded and annexed a small neigh
bor. On Thursday, at the age of 89, Sen. Coo
per, a wise and moderate man, died at his 
home here. 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 23, 1991] 
JOHN SHERMAN COOPER DIES AT 89; LoNGTIME 

SENATOR FROM KENTUCKY 
(By Albin Krebs) 

John Sherman Cooper, a liberal Republican 
from Kentucky who represented his state in 
the Senate for more than two decades, died 
in a Washington retirement home on Thurs
day. He was 89 years old. 

His brother, Richard, said Mr. Cooper died 
of heart failure. 

Throughout his long career in the Senate, 
Mr. Cooper, a patrician Kentuckian who 
served his country in diplomatic posts as 
well as in Congress, maintained a reputation 
for absolute independence. 

His first roll-call vote, transferring inves
tigatory powers to a special War Investiga
tion Committee soon after World War II, 
went against the wishes of his party's lead
ers. So did his second vote, which prompted 
Senator Robert A. Taft, Republican of Ohio, 
to storm up the aisle and demand: "Are you 
a Republican or a Democrat? When are you 
going to start voting with us?" 

"If you'll pardon me," Senator Cooper re
plied, "I was sent here to represent my con
stituents, and I intend to vote as I think 
best." 

LED OPPOSITION TO MCCARTHY 
In the years that followed, Senator Cooper 

proved that he meant what he said. He was 
one of the first Republicans in the Senate to 
denounce Senator Joseph R. McCarthy of 
Wisconsin for the tactics of Mr. McCarthy's 
anti-Communist campaign. When it was un
popular to do so, Mr. Cooper also opposed 
legislation to remove from reluctant wit
nesses the Fifth Amendment's protection 
against compelled self-incrimination. 

In the Vietnam War, Mr. Cooper joined 
with a Democratic, Senator; Frank Church 

of Idaho, in drafting the Cooper-Church 
amendment, which was aimed at barring fur
ther United States military action in Cam
bodia. 

Mr. Cooper worked quietly, avoiding 
histrionics. He left behind no ringing calls to 
action, perhaps because he was, by his own 
admission, "a truly terrible public speaker." 
On the rare occasions when he did take the 
Senate floor, he was often inaudible. He 
mumbled and swallowed his words, and ap
parently made no effort to avoid use of Ken
tucky dialect in which "great" sounded like 
"grett," "government" became 'guv-ment," 
and "revenue" was pronounced "rev-noo." 

Mr. Cooper was born on Aug. 11, 1901, in 
Somerest, the seat of Pulaski County in Ken
tucky. He was named for his father, the 
wealthiest man in town. The elder Mr. Coo
per, like his own father and grandfather be
fore him, was a county judge and a circuit 
judge, and it was always assumed that the 
next generation of Coopers would provide the 
county its leaders. 

After a year at Centre College in Danville, 
Ky., Mr. Cooper went to Yale, where he was 
captain of the basketball team, and in 1923 
was voted most likely to succeed. 

He went on to Harvard Law School but had 
to withdraw in 1925 after learning from his 
dying father that the recession of 1920 had 
virtually wiped out the family's resources. 

Assuming his father's debts, Mr. Cooper 
sold the family mansion. Over the next 25 
years he paid off the debts and sent six 
brothers and sisters to college. He passed the 
state bar examination and was admitted to 
law practice in 1928. 

Mr. Cooper won his first elective office in 
1927, a two-year term in the Kentucky Legis
lature. From 1930 to 1938 he served as county 
judge, a powerful local administrative post 
that controlled county patronage. 

Mr. Cooper was elected three times to fill 
unexpired terms in the United States Senate. 
The first was in 1946, after A.B. (Happy) 
Chandler resigned to become commissioner 
of baseball. Mr. Cooper failed to win in the 
1948 general election, but in 1952 he was 
elected to fill the unexpired term of Virgil 
Chapman. 

In the next general election he was de
feated by Alben W. Barkley, a Democrat who 
was Vice President under Harry S. Truman, 
but Mr. Barkley subsequently died and Mr. 
Cooper was elected to fill his unexpired term 
in 1956. Mi'. Cooper's Senate service contin
ued until his retirement in 1973. 

SERVICE IN MILITARY GOVERNMENT 
In 1942, after he had campaigned unsuccess

fully for the Republican nomination for gov
ernor, Mr. Cooper enlisted in the Army as a 
private. Earning a commission in Officer 
Candidate School, he was assigned to a mili
tary government unit. After Germany sur
rendered, he was put in charge of reorganiz
ing the court system of Bavaria. While in the 
Army he married a registered nurse, Evelyn 
Pfaff. They were divorced in 1949. 

Mr. Cooper's brief first stint in the Senate 
won him friends, among them Arthur Van
denberg, a Republican maverick, and Presi
dent Truman. In 1949 Mr. Truman made Mr. 
Cooper a delegate to the United Nations; in 
subsequent years Mr. Cooper served in other 
missions to the United Nations and as a spe
cial assistant to Secretary of State Dean 
Acheson. 

In 1955, shortly before he had become Am
bassador to India and Nepal, Mr. Cooper mar
ried the former Lorraine Rowan Shevlin, a 
Washington social figure. But their stay in 
Asia lasted only a year because, after the 
death of Mr. Barkley, President Dwight D. 

Eisenhower summoned Mr. Cooper back to 
Kentucky to run for Mr. Barkley's unexpired 
term. 

In the 17 years of Senate service that fol
lowed, Mr. Cooper, a member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, generally followed the 
liberal internationalist line on foreign pol
icy. In so doing, he was often in conflict with 
Old Guard Republicans, notably Senator Ev
erett McKinley Dirksen of lllinois. In 1959 
Mr. Cooper sought to become Republican 
leader of the Senate, but Mr. Dirksen de
feated him by four votes. 

LIMITS ON COMBAT TROOPS 
Perhaps Mr. Cooper's greatest Senate vic

tory was his move in 1969 to bar the �u�~�e� of 
United States combat troops from the fight
ing in Laos and Thailand. 

At first it appeared that the Cooper drive 
had little chance of success, but after Mr. 
Cooper had enlisted the aid of Senator Mike 
Mansfield of Montana, the leader of the 
Democratic majority, the measure was 
passed by the Senate and then the House, 
and President Richard M. Nixon signed it 
into law. 

After leaving office early in 1973, Mr. Coo
per joined the Washington law firm of Cov
ington & Burling. Mr. Nixon chose him to be 
the first United States Ambassador to East 
Germany shortly after Washington formally 
recognized that Government. But Mr. Nixon 
was forced from office in 1974 before he could 
make the actual appointment, and it was his 
successor, President Gerald R. Ford, who did 
so. Mr. Cooper remained in the East German 
post for two years. 

He is survived by his brother, who still 
lives in Somerset, and a niece, Rebecca 
Spencer, of Lexington, KY. 

[From the Louisville Courier-Journal, Feb. 
28, 1991] 

COOPER CELEBRATED IN SIMPLE SERVICE AS 
SHOWING "TRUE MARKS OF GREATNESS" 

(By Mike Brown) 
WASHINGTON.-The life of former Sen. John 

Sherman Cooper was celebrated yesterday in 
a simple funeral that he himself helped plan, 
complete with instructions that there be no 
long eulogy. 

More than 300 people, from former Senate 
colleagues to former helpers in his Washing
ton home, crowded into an Army chapel next 
to Arlington National Cemetery to offer 
thanksgiving for the soft-spoken, self-effac
ing man who, said the Rev. Canon Sanford 
Garner, "left the world a richer and more hu
mane place." 

Cooper, a Kentucky Republican who gained 
national respect during a long career as a 
senator and as ambassador to India and East 
Germany, died Thursday at age 89 in a re
tirement home in Washington's Georgetown 
neighborhood. 

After the half-hour funeral, which included 
the singing of "My Old Kentucky Home" and 
"America the Beautiful," Cooper's flag
draped coffin was taken by horse-drawn cais
son to a burial plot near the Tomb of the Un
knowns in the national cemetery overlook
ing the Potomac River and Washington. 

There, with a full military honor guard, 
Cooper's body was laid to rest next to that of 
his wife, Lorraine, who died in 1985. The 
tombstone notes his home state and his 
World War II service as an Army captain but 
none of his government positions. 

In the chapel at Fort Myer, which adjoins 
the cemetery, Garner said the "senator was, 
as you know, a very particular and deter
mined man," and had left detailed instruc
tions about his funeral-where it was to be 
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held, what was to be read, friends whom he 
wished to attend, and what he wanted from 
Garner: "a short statement, not laudatory." 

But Garner, asking Cooper's forgiveness, 
did not fully comply. "I must add, Sen. Coo
per, you demonstrated the true marks of 
greatness," he said. 

"You loved God and His church. You loved 
your family and your parents. You loved and 
served your country. You loved and re
spected and cared for the least and the low
est in God's world," said Garner, who is now 
interim provost of the Washington National 
Cathedral but used to be rector of the Epis
copal church in Washington that Cooper fre
quently attended. 

Cooper, however, was a Baptist and always 
remained a member of the First Baptist 
Church in his hometown of Somerset, a fact 
that i:ts pastor, Dr. Robert Browning, said 
the senator had wanted noted at his funeral. 

Browning told the congregation that Coo
per visited him in the fall of 1988 to talk 
about his funeral, and that the conversation 
stretched into a discussion of Cooper's public 
career. From their talk, the minister said, he 
distilled these eight points. 

1. Always vote your convictions and be 
willing to pay the price. 

2. Above all, be honorable. 
3. Answer criticism, if it is constructive. 
4. Constructive criticism will keep you 

humble. 
5. Earn the trust of people by letting them 

know you want the best for them. 
6. Work hard. You will always wish you 

had done more. 
7. Cultivate a sense of humor. 
8. Spiritual matters are the most impor

tant matters. They're permanent. 
Cooper, Browning said, was the best exam

ple of "a faithful steward of influence and 
power. Truly, he made power a heal thy 
word." 

At Cooper's request, Browning recited lines 
from the hymn "Amazing Grace," which was 
sung at the funeral of Cooper's father. Gar
ner read two of Lorraine Cooper's favorite 
Bible passages: John 15, verses 12 and 13 
("This is my commandment, that you love 
one another as I have loved you .... ") and 
Romans 12, verses �~�1�3� ("Let love be genuine; 
hate what is evil, hold fast to what is good 
... "). 

The third speaker, the Rev. William Hague, 
former assistant rector of Christ Episcopal 
Church, which Cooper attended in Washing
ton, read another of the senator's requests, 
Lord Tennyson's "Crossing the Bar." 

The poet asks that there be no sadness at 
his death and ends with "I hope to see my 
Pilot face to face/When I have crossed the 
bar." 

Hague said, "I believe that John Sherman 
Cooper will see his Pilot." 

Among those attending the service were 
former Sens. Howard Baker, R-Tenn.; Mike 
Mansfield, D-Mont.; Charles Percy, R-lll.; 
and Charles Mathias, R-Md. 

In addition to the state's congressional 
delegation, other current lawmakers present 
included Sens. Ted Stevens, R-Alaska; John 
Chafee, R-R.I.; Edward Kennedy, D-Mass.; 
Strom Thurmond, R-S.C.; Larry Pressler, R
S.D.; and Daniel Patrick Moynihan, D-N.Y.
who, like Cooper, is a former ambassador to 
India. 

Gov. Wallace Wilkinson, who appeared be
fore a House appropriations subcommittee 
earlier in the day to urge continued funding 
of the Appalachian Regional Commission, 
was there, as were former Govs. Louie Nunn 
and Edward Breathitt. 

Numerous people who had worked for Coo
per in the Senate were there, including Sue 

Lewis, Bailey Guard and U.S. District Judge 
Ronald Meredith, Longtime aide and friend 
Trudy Musson, who helped arrange the serv
ice, sat at the front of the church with the 
senator's brother, Richard Cooper, his wife, 
Cornelia and other members of the Cooper 
family. 

[From the Rural Kentuckian, December 1980] 
THE NOBLEST RoMAN-JOHN SHERMAN COOPER 

REFLECTS ON A LONG, DISTINGUISHED CA
REER AND PEOPLE HE HAS KNOWN AS SEN
ATOR, AMBASSADOR, AND STATESMAN 

(By Gary Luhr) 
To reporter William S. White he was "a 

thinking man's politician." To his former 
colleague, Paul Douglas of Dlinois, "the no
blest Roman in the Senate." Maryland's 
Charles Mathias called him "a standard by 
which we can all measure our actions." 

John Sherman Cooper will be 80 next Au
gust. His step is a bit uncertain these days 
and age has robbed him of his hearing. Still, 
his mind and memory are keen and his al
ways handsome features have grown more 
distinguished with age. He reports for work 
regularly at one of Washington's prestigious 
law firms and comes home just as regularly 
to be with his family and friends in Ken
tucky. This fall, he returned to the campaign 
trail on behalf of Republican presidential 
candidate Ronald Reagan. 

Eight years have passed since Cooper re
tired from the United States Senate, citing 
his age and increasing demands of the job. 

"I made up my mind in 1966 that the next 
six years would be enough," he recalled. "I 
was 71 (in 1972). That now seems quite young, 
(but) I didn't know if I would have the 
strength to keep up with the work. As it 
turns out, I was in perfectly good health dur
ing all that period." 

In the center of his office are the desk and 
chair he brought with him from the Senate, 
large wooden pieces built in the old Senate 
workshop. One end of the desk is piled high 
with federal regulations, many relating to 
tobacco. The walls and bookshelves around 
them display the momentoes of a long and 
distinguished career. 

FORTUNATE POSITION 

"I think I was in a pretty fortunate posi
tion; I was a Republican in a Democratic 
state. If I had been a Democrat I don't think 
I would have ever been in the Senate. Repub
licans had no real organization (at the time 
of his first election in 1946). You didn't have 
to go in and ask if you could run. So I didn't 
have to respond to an organization and ev
erything they wanted. Neither did I have to 
respond to the Democrats. I just had to try 
to take care of the interests of my state as 
best I could." 

Outsiders who only knew Cooper by his po
sition on certain national issues probably 
wondered how such a man could have been 
chosen repeatedly to represent a generally 
conservative constituency. 

"I think a lot of people thought I was too 
liberal. Of course, I found up here there were 
all kinds of liberals. There were those who 
would vote for something just because they 
thought it was liberal. 

"My own feeling was if I thought some
thing was justified and human I'd vote for it. 
Having come from a rural area, having been 
a county judge, having served in the Depres
sion, I saw the hardships of people and I had 
a certain sympathy for them. So I voted for 
a lot of measures which were looked upon by 
many of my friends as being too liberal. 

"For example, I voted for the poverty pro
gram. Of course, it's grown all out of reason 

today, but it seemed at that time it helped 
the poorest people. I voted for Medicare be
cause I'd seen people who couldn't pay their 
bills lie there and die. I had tremendous op
position from the doctors. They were all 
against it except the country doctors, but 
I'm glad I voted for it. 

"I decided on national issues I couldn't 
confine myself wholly to the views of the 
people of my own state. On civil rights-! got 
very few letters asking me to vote for civil 
rights. I got 30,000 letters asking me to vote 
against it. I don't know if that represented 
the view of the whole state, but I knew it 
was a national issue." 

FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

It was in foreign affairs, however, that 
Cooper earned his greatest reputation. His 
former junior colleague from Kentucky, 
former Senator Marlow Cook, attributed this 
partly to the defeat he suffered the first time 
he ran for reelection to the Senate in 1948. 
Shortly thereafter, President Truman ap
pointed Cooper as a delegate to the United 
Nations. 

"It was this act which proved to be the 
genesis in making the man from Somerset 
one of America's foremost authorities in the 
field of foreign affairs," Cook said at the 
time of Cooper's retirement. 

Twice Cooper served in the diplomatic 
corps-during the 1950s as ambassador to 
India and Nepal, and more recently as the 
United States' first ambassador to East Ger
many. Throughout his career he worked for 
world peace and arms control. In 1950, he op
posed a suggestion that the United Nations 
be reorganized to exclude communist na
tions. During his final years in the Senate, 
he cosponsored several resolutions to cut off 
funds for the war in southeast Asia. 

Such feelings remain strong as Cooper as
sesses the current world situation. "The Rus
sians are very unpredictable," he said. "They 
know they've got the strength. They could 
overrun Iran if they wanted to and there 
wouldn't be a thing we could do about it, in 
my opinion, other than use nuclear arms, 
which is the last thing in the world anybody 
wants. 

"I count these next two years as very criti
cal and dangerous years, ones in which we 
must care and let the world know that we 
want to reach agreement with the Soviets on 
arms limitation and some kind of accom
modations which will preserve peace. The 
problem is, there's no way you can excuse 
the Russian aggression in Afghanistan." 

The son of John Sherman and Helen Tarter 
Cooper didn't set out to be a United States 
senator. His first race for statewide office 
was the Republican gubernatorial primary in 
1939. Cooper lost to King Swope of Lexington 
who, in turn, was defeated by A.B. "Happy" 
Chandler in November. "I had in mind run
ning again for governor, but when I had this 
opportunity to run for the Senate, I decided 
I'd better do it," Cooper said, recalling his 
election in 1946 to fill the seat vacated by 
Chandler, who had resigned to become base
ball commissioner. His opponent that year 
was John Y. Brown, Sr., father of Kentucky's 
present governor. 

"I didn't think I'd get elected," Cooper 
said. "The reason (I did) was war controls 
(on wages and prices). Brown was supporting 
them; I was against them. Just before the 
election, President Truman lifted them and I 
could say, 'See, Brown was wrong all the 
time.'" 

Cooper laughed as he recalled the "sting
ing" letter Brown sent him 26 years later, 
when he retired from the Senate. In the let
ter Brown said, "I don't mind you retiring 
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but I do mind you saying you're retiring be
cause of age. You and I are the same age and 
I never felt better." 

When Cooper ran for reelection in 1948, he 
lost to Virgil Chapman, a member of the 
House of Representatives for 22 years. Chap
man died in office before his term was over 
and, in 1952, Cooper was again elected to fill 
the last two years of the unexpired term. 

During the interim, Cooper got his first 
taste of foreign affairs. In 1949, Truman ap
pointed him to the U.N. to replace John Fos
ter Dulles, who had resigned to run for the 
Senate from New York. In 1950, he was 
named by Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
as the principal Republican consultant to 
the State Department (also replacing Dul
les). Later that year, he accompanied Ach
eson to Europe for meetings that led to the 
establishment of NATO, the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

Cooper has been only the third Republican 
ever elected to the Senate from Kentucky 
and the first in 22 years. The Republicans 
had gained control of the Senate in 1947, for 
the first time in 16 years. In 1954, however, 
the Democrats regained the majority and 
Cooper, running again for a full term, lost to 
the ever-popular Alben Barkley of Paducah. 

The following year, President Eisenhower 
named Cooper ambassador to India and 
Nepal, one of the most difficult and delicate 
diplomatic positions of the cold war period. 
Biographer Robert Schulman attributed Coo
per's success with Indian Prime Minister 
Nehru to a combination of "simple 
likeab1Uty and sensitive finesse." Former 
Vermont Senator George Aiken wrote, fol
lowing Cooper's retirement: 

"During the period . . . when he was am
bassador to India, I feel that John Cooper's 
low-key and humane approach to the prob
lems of people did much to keep our rela
tions with that country on a more workable 
plane. Not all of our diplomats have a non
inflammatory way of dealing with officials 
of foreign countries and, in some instances, 
the United States has paid a rather high 
price for their lack of tact and consider
ation." 

HISTORY REPEATED 

History repeated itself on April 30, 1956, 
when Barkley died while making a speech in 
Virginia. Running for the third time to fill 
an unexpired term, Cooper defeated former 
Governor Lawrence Wetherby and became a 
fixture around the Capitol for the next 18 
years. He was elected to a full six-year term 
in 1960 and reelected in 1966, each time by 
record margins. 

Cooper was 55 when he defeated Wetherby. 
Just a few years before, he had been regarded 
as one of Washington's most eligible bach
elors. A syndicated columnist described him 
as "handsome, sophisticated and intelligent" 
but with "a frontiersman's practicality." In 
1955, he married Lorraine Shevlin, a few 
years his junior, in Pasadena, California. (A 
previous marriage to an Army nurse in 1943 
had ended with divorce in 1947). 

"Wives can be a great help to you (in the 
Senate) because they get to know the wives 
of other senators and make friendships that 
can lead a little bit toward their husbands' 
friendships," Cooper said. "A wife can also 
be a tremendous help in campaigns. I know 
my wife was for me. Although she never 
lived in Kentucky (before their marriage), 
she went down there and I think the people 
liked her." 

Cooper's own ancestors came to Kentucky 
from Virginia and South Carolina in the late 
17008. His mother was a teacher. His father, 
a law school graduate, owned timber, coal 

mines and farmland and was the first presi
dent of the Farmers Bank of Somerset. The 
senior Cooper was also at various times 
county school superintendent, county judge 
and Republican congressional district chair
man. 

Young John, one of seven children, at
tended both private and public schools, as 
well as Centre College and Yale University. 
In 1923, he was voted "best liked" and "most 
likely to succeed" by his graduating class at 
Yale. The class included a student from Mis
souri who later would become one of Coo
per's colleagues in the Senate, Stuart Sy
mington. 

Following graduation, Cooper spent two 
years studying law at Harvard. His father's 
death in 1923 left the family with mounting 
debts, however, and so he returned to Somer
set without a degree. Nevertheless, in 1928 he 
passed the Kentucky bar examination and 
was admitted to practice law the same year 
he had been elected to the Kentucky House 
of Representatives. 

In 1930, Cooper was elected Pulaski County 
Judge, the fifth member of his family to oc
cupy the office. His compassion became evi
dent during the next eight years. At times, 
as many as 30 people crowded inside the 
county judge's office to warm themselves by 
the pot-bellied stove. Cooper, earning $2,500 a 
year in the job, provided food and lodging 
personally for many who were poor and 
starving. 

PRIVATE COOPER 

Cooper celebrated his 40th birthday in 1941, 
two years after his unsuccessful race for gov
ernor and less than four months before the 
Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor, drawing the 
United States into World War II. Early the 
next year, he enlisted in the Army as a pri
vate, went through officer candidate school 
and was commissioned a second lieutenant 
at Fort Custer, Michigan in 1943. 

Cooper was assigned to General George S. 
Patton's Third Army as a courier in the 
military police. During the next two years, 
he fought across France, Luxemburg and 
Germany, participating in five major cam
paigns and emerging from the war with a 
Bronze Star and the rank of captain. 

While still in Europe in 1945, Cooper was 
elected in absentia as circuit judge of Ken
tucky's 28th judicial district. He remained in 
Germany for another year, however, serving 
as a legal adviser on the reorganization of 
the Bavarian courts and the repatriation of 
300,000 displaced war victims. 

Twenty-eight years later, he returned to 
that part of the world. "I was always glad I 
had the opportunity to spend two years in 
East Germany," Cooper said, "They're tre
mendous producers because the Germans like 
to work." In the same breath he said the 
need for greater productivity by American 
workers is one of the more serious problems 
facing this country. 

As a diplomat, Cooper worked under the 
auspices of former Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger, whom he called "the toughest fel
low I ever ran into. 

"I consider Kissinger as really having one 
of the great minds of this period, not only in 
this country but abroad, in the field of for
eign affairs. I first met him when he was 
head of the Security Council under President 
Nixon. I was on the (Senate) Foreign Rela
tions Committee. We disagreed on a number 
of things-ways to try to bring the war in 
Vietnam to a close and also on the anti-bal
listic missile system. 

"He was always very nice to me, but now 
he's become the subject of a great deal of 
criticism. I'm not really in a position to say 

how much of that is justified. When I was 
ambassador to East Germany I had very lit
tle connection with him. He was very busy 
with the Middle East and with Russia and 
China." 

Cooper also recalled the six presidents 
under whom he served in the Senate, begin
ning with Truman. 

"I suppose I was like most Republicans in 
the beginning, I didn't think an awful lot of 
Truman. But I got to know more about his 
politics when I was at the U.N. and when I 
was with Secretary Acheson. He was a very 
strong personality. He believed it; foreign 
countries believed it. It looks like now every 
candidate running for president wants to be 
compared to President Truman. I consider 
he's going down in history as one of the 
great presidents." 

HAPPIEST TIME 

Eisenhower. "We still had a very strong 
position militarily and economically. There 
were two small recessions during his term, 
but because of his prestige over the world it 
was a peaceful time and, I think looking 
back, it was probably about the happiest 
time among most people. He showed some 
terribly good sense on a number of things. 
For example, when Great Britain, France 
and Israel tried to take the Suez Canal back 
from the Egyptians, they asked for his sup
port and he refused to go in there. He also re
fused when the French were defeated in Viet
nam to send in our troops. 

John Kennedy. "He came to Congress the 
same time I came to the Senate, but I never 
really knew him until he came to the Senate 
and we were on the Labor Committee to
. gether. I found that he was the most conserv
ative Democrat on the Labor Committee. 
While he was pro-labor, he just would not 
vote for everything they wanted. I was kind 
of in the middle on the Republican side. I 
think it kind of led the two of us to get to
gether and talk, and he would tell me things, 
I'm sure, because he knew I wouldn't tell 
them. 

"He sent me to Moscow and I was able to 
talk to the Soviet leaders. I got a terribly 
tough feeling against the United States and 
I came back and reported all of that. I think 
he thought I'd exaggerated, but when he met 
with Khrushchev in Vienna, Khrushchev 
treated him terribly. He told me later, 'you 
were right.' 

"He showed his honesty when he took the 
blame for the Bay of Pigs himself, and then 
he showed his courage when the Russians 
had placed missiles in Cuba and were at
tempting to bring in more and he told them 
they would be stopped. I think he gave hope 
particularly to the young people in the Unit
ed States and to young people all over the 
world. I saw that when I traveled around the 
world at different times and talked to them. 
I've seen tears come to their eyes when they 
mentioned Kennedy. 

"Although he did send troops to Vietnam, 
I don't think he'd have let us get into a war. 
I think he would have withdrawn them or 
found some way to reach some kind of ac
commodation. r just don't believe he'd have 
taken that chance.'' 

Lyndon Johnson. "He was one of the most 
human individuals I ever knew. As leader in 
the Senate, he used every bit of power he 
could. If he just hadn't had this Vietnam 
war. His hero was Franklin Roosevelt. He 
wanted to have a second New Deal at home 
and he wanted to win a war, and that was his 
great mistake. (Had it not been for Vietnam) 
I think he would have gone out remembered 
chiefly for his victory on civil rights." 
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Richard Nixon. "He was disliked from the 

very beginning by so many people. Gradu
ally, chiefly because of his forming some 
kind of association with Russia and China, I 
think that, but for Watergate, he would have 
gone down in history. The Democrats would 
not have done that because they were always 
accused of being soft (on communism). He 
could do it. A lot of people think Kissinger 
thought it up. I think Nixon did just as much 
as Kissinger. I talked to Nixon one time be
fore he was inaugurated and he told me that 
was going to be one of his objectives. I don't 
know that Nixon would ever have been great
ly loved (but) I think you would have had to 
respect him. In Europe they still admire 
Nixon tremendously." 

Regarding Watergate, Cooper said, "I 
couldn't understand it and I don't under
stand it now. He'd been reelected by the 
greatest majority. He had this success with 
the Russians and the Chinese which had 
given him great acclamation around the 
world. Someone said even in the United 
States people who had disliked him so much 
were beginning to give him credit for his 
ability. I cannot understand why with all of 
that it could ever happen." 

COUNSEL SOUGHT 
Cooper still talks to former colleagues and 

others who seek his counsel, particularly on 
foreign affairs. He said members of President 
Carter's administration talked with him 
about the Panama Canal, the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, arms supply and the situa
tion in Iran. But characteristically, he 
downplays his role in such matters. 

"Having left the Senate, I don't go up 
there much. It was very fortunate to have an 
invitation to join this (law) office right away 
and I've felt my duty was here I've never 
been on the floor except twice since I left 
there. I go in the cloakrooms when I want to 
talk to a member about public business. 
When I want to see someone, I never have 
any trouble seeing them. 

"There are only 49 (senators) who were 
there when I left. A lot of the staff people 
know me and I know enough not to take up 
their time. After all, each member has got to 
wrestle with his own decisions." 

He still accepts occasional speaking invita
tions. "I've got to make a speech now and 
then to make me think," Cooper chuckled. 

He rose to show visitors some of the pic
tures and memorabilia that decorate his of
fice. There are pictures of his family; pic
tures of presidents; pictures of Patton, Kis
singer and Acheson. There is his picture on a 
1954 cover of Time Magazine; a 1979 Christ
mas card from Nixon with a picture of his 
grandchildren, and a picture of the Warren 
Commission that investigated the assassina
tion of President Kennedy. (Cooper was a 
member of the commission.) 

He pointed to a picture of himself present
ing his diplomatic credentials to former In
dian Prime Minister Nehru. "I think it was 
the first and last time I ever wore a longtail 
coat and a silk hat," he said. 

On the opposite wall was a large painting 
he had brought back from New Dehli. The 
walls and shelves were a retrospective of a 
public lifetime. 

"I've been lucky," Cooper said. 
So have the people of Kentucky, the Unit

ed States and the world. 

"MY OLD KENTUCKY HOME" 
(By Stephen C. Foster) 

The sun shines bright 
In the Old Kentucky Home, 
Tis summer the people are gay 

The corn top's ripe and 
The meadow's in the bloom 
While the birds make 
Music all the day. 
Weep no more my lady, 
Oh! Weep no more today! 
We will sing one song 
For the Old Kentucky Home, 
For the Old Kentucky Home far away. 

[News release by Kentucky Educational 
Television] 

COOPER DoCUMENTARY HAS NATIONAL PRE
MIERE AT THE AMERICAN FILM INSTITUTE 
THEATER IN KENNEDY CENTER, JUNE 25, 1990; 
FORMER U.S. SENATOR AND AMBASSADOR TO 
EAST GERMANY TO ATTEND EVENT HELD IN 
HIS HONOR 
John Sherman Cooper-a former U.S. sen

ator, ambassador, and presidential advisor
began his career as a country lawyer in 
Sormerset, Ky., and became one of the most 
respected men in American politics. 

The story of his remarkable career, span
ning five decades of U.S. political history, is 
told in the Kentucky Educational Television 
(KET) production, John Sherman Cooper: 
Gentleman from Kentucky. The one-hour 
special, narrated by Bob Edwards, host of 
National Public Radio's Morning Edition, 
will have a national premiere in Washington 
D.C., at The American Film Institute Thea
ter in Kennedy Center on Monday, June 25 at 
7:00 p.m. ET. 

Gentleman from Kentucky features rare 
archival film and video footage from govern
ment archives and the commercial news net
works as it details Cooper's early life; his 
judgeship during the Great Depression; his 
World War IT experiences as a member of 
Gen. George Patton's Third Army, which lib
erated the concentration camp at Buchen
wald; his 20 years in the U.S. Senate; his am
bassadorial posts to East Germany and 
India; his friendship with President John F. 
Kennedy and his service on the Warren Com
mission; his early support of civil rights leg
islation and his opposition to the Vietnam 
War and the nuclear arms race. 

The documentary is gleaned from 25 hours 
of interviews with friends and associates, in
cluding President Gerald Ford; Katherine 
Graham, chief executive officer of The Wash
ington Post Company; and Sens. Barry Gold
water (R-Ariz.), Ted Kennedy, (D-Mass), Eu
gene McCarthy (D-Minn.), Howard Baker (R
Tenn.), Edmund Muskie (D-Maine), and 
Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.). 

Cooper's brother, Richard, longtime friend 
the Rev. W.R. Munday, and the later news
paper publisher George Joplin ill, all of 
Somerset, also are interviewed in the pro
gram. 

"There are some Americans who seem to 
embody all of what we stand for," says dip
lomat Brandon Grove, referring to Cooper in 
Gentleman from Kentucky. 

In another segment, Senator Kennedy re
flects on Cooper's career and says, "He al
ways brought light rather than heat to a de
bate." 

The national premiere of John Sherman 
Cooper: Gentleman from Kentucky will be 
sponsord by AT&T, Brown & Williamson To
bacco Company, CSX Corporation, First Se
curity Corporation of Kentucky, The 
.Humana Foundation, IBM, Norfolk Southern 
Corporation, and Whitaker Bancorp of Ken
tucky. 

According to writer/producer Guy Mendes, 
the idea for the Washington screening came 
from Senator Kennedy. "Kennedy agreed to 
appear in the documentary, thought it was a 
good project, and suggested we share it with 

the Washington community where Cooper 
has many friends and admirers." The screen
ing is being held to pay tribute to Cooper's 
national and international contributions, 
Mendes said, and to interest public broad
casting officials in distributing the docu
mentary to other areas of the country. 

"It is a great honor to have the film's na
tional premiere at The American Film Insti
tute Theater in Kennedy Center," said KET 
Deputy Executive Director Sandra Welch. 
"We are grateful to Sen. Kennedy, George 
Stevens Jr. of the American Film Institute, 
Jack Valenti of the Motion Picture Associa
tion, and event sponsors, all of whom were 
instrumental in bringing the documentary to 
Washington." 

Gentleman from Kentucky was produced 
by KET with the support of The Mary and 
Barry Bingham Sr. Fund, the John Sherman 
Cooper Commemoration Fund Inc., The Ken
tucky Humanities Council, the Rev. and Mrs. 
Alfred R. Shands ill, and Mr. and Mrs. James 
W. Stites Jr. It was written and produced by 
Guy Mendes. Charlee Heaton served as asso
ciate producer. 

[A television documentary produced in 1989 
by Kentucky Educational Television] 

"JOHN SHERMAN COOPER-GENTLEMAN FROM 
KENTUCKY'' 

[Open on over-lapping images which travel 
across the screen: scenes of rural poverty during 
the Great Depression-people on porches of 
mountain cabins; people waiting in line for 
handouts of food; portrait of young John Sher
man Cooper as county judge.] 

Rev. W.R. MUNDAY: What he did for others 
up there during those Depression years and 
what he'd done for the people around here, 
the folks know it, and they'll always love 
him and respect him for it. 

[Page turn reveals footage of Joe McCarthy.] 
KATHERINE GRAHAM: To stand up and be 

anti-McCarthy in the United States Senate 
in those days was extremely courageous. 

[Page turn reveals film of JSC in top hat, pre-
senting credentials in India; page turn reveals 
Barry Goldwater on camera.] 

Senator BARRY GoLDWATER: He brought a 
different impression of America. 

[Page turn reveals over-lapping images of the 
Vietnam war-U.S. helicopter, a jungle machine 
gun emplacement and infantry troops on patrol 
in a swamp.] 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY: One of the 
earliest voice that was questioning American 
policy objectives, meanings in Vietnam, was 
John Cooper. 

[Page turn reveals travelling, over-lapped im
ages of an ABM missile being launched from a 
silo; a long shot of an ABM on its course; a 
close-up shot of two lines converging on a track
ing screen and the word "intercept" lighting up; 
Nixon and Brezhnev signing the ABM treaty in 
Moscow.] 

U.S. Arms Negotiator GERARD SMITH: Sen
ator Cooper is entitled to think of himself as 
one of the main arch! tects of the ABM Trea
ty. 

[Page turn reveals overlapped travelling stills 
of Cooper with tour presidents; Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, Johnson and Ford.] 

GoLDWATER: They realized that, here was 
an honest-to-God gentleman. 

[Page turn reveals emblematic still of JSC; title 
flies in from below, "Gentleman from Ken
tucky"; fade to black; come up on slow pan of 
still photo of Somerest town square, ca. 1901.] 

NARRATOR: On August 23rd, 1901, in the 
small town of Somerset, Kentucky, in the 
foothills of the Appalachian mountains, the 
first male child was born to John Sherman 
Cooper and his wife Helen Tarter Cooper. 
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The child would be named after his father, 
who was then Pulaski County Judge. The 
senior John Sherman Cooper was a college 
graduate who had served as county school 
superintendent. As parents, he and his 
schoolteacher wife would stress the impor
tance of a sound education. The Cooper chil
dren also would be well-versed in the Baptist 
religion, and in the family tradition of Re
publican citizenship-not surprising consid
ering that the area had been a Union strong
hold during the Civil War. 

Cooper's father was not the only judge in 
the family. Four relatives on his mother's 
side-her father, two brothers and a cousin
had been elected to judgeships in this Repub
lican enclave 

JOHN SHERMAN COOPER: I think my interest 
in politics probably grew out of my family. 

[Still of Somerset school.] 
NARRATOR: Education for the Cooper chil

dren did not stop at the schoolhouse door. 
DICK COOPER: We had a room on the second 

floor which was almost equipped like a class
room, and they would go over our work with 
us, our homework, every night. They both 
wanted us to achieve and do the best that we 
could in school. 

[Close-up of young JSC in basketball uniform.] 
NARRATOR: As a senior in high school, Coo

per was six-feet-one-and-a-half-inches tall 
and skinny enough to be called "Bird Legs," 
and "Snipe" by his teammates." His team 
was good enough to make it to the state 
tournament. That same year Cooper was 
named Class President and Class Poet. His 
only failing, it seems, was his consistant tar
diness. When he graduated in the spring, 
Cooper's father had his plans laid out for 
him: he would attend small, but well-re
spected Centre College, in nearby Danville 
for a year in order to broaden his studies, 
then he was to go to up East, to Yale. 

[JSC at Yale, singularly and in group shots 
and on the basketball team; John in group pic
ture in front of ivy walls.] 

NARRATOR: John Sherman Cooper followed 
his father's orders and acquited himself quite 
well in the Ivy League. He played football, 
and was named captain of the basketball 
team. He studied the French Revolution, the 
writings of Tennyson and Browning, and the 
theories of Immanuel Kant. As a senior, he 
was selected for membership in the secretive 
Skull & Bones society. In 1923, when he grad
uated, he was voted most popular in his 
class. 

Young Cooper moved on to Harvard to 
study law, but after one year there he was 
called home. His father was seriously ill. 

He arrived home only days before his fa
ther died. His mother was overwhelmed with 
sorrow and withdrew to the third floor of 
their_ house. 

DICK COOPER: My mother was grief-strick
en and I didn't see much of her from the time 
he died until the funeral. 

[JSC with his mother, outside the family 
house.] 

NARRATOR: To make matters worse, Coo
per's father had suffered business losses that 
had left the family deeply in debt. It was in
cumbent upon 23-year old John Sherman 
Cooper to assume the. mantle of head of the 
family, and responsibility for its financial 
obligations. 

[Another portrait image of young JSC.] 
NARRATOR: After one more year at Har

vard, Cooper was forced to return to Somer
set to sell off part of his father's estate, and 
to run the family lumber business for a time. 
But his maternal uncle, Roscoe Tartar, had 
something bigger in mind for John. 

A four-time winner of the office of county 
judge Uncle Roscoe prompted his nephew to 

run for and win a seat in the legislature. Two 
years later, after passing the bar exam, John 
Sherman made the race for the county judge. 
Cooper won the election with ease. He had no 
way of knowing the dark days that lay ahead 
for him and his constituency. 

[Film of rural poverty during the Depression; 
people on cabin porches, waiting in line for 
gov 't commodities; people with little to eat. 

NARRATOR: The Great Depression hit the 
already impoverished region hard. There was 
not much work, no money and precious little 
food. People in need fulled the courthouse 
from morning until night. 

Rev. MUNDAY: The county didn't have any 
money at all, but the Judge found some 
money somewhere. . . . I knew him to go 
into his own pocket and give different fami
lies three or four dollars; three or four dol
lars back in those days went a long way. 

[Film of small rural town during Depression.] 
DICK COOPER: People who had been well-off 

suddenly had nothing. And so it was a ter
rible time to live through, and I know it was 
for him. For a young man of that age, he was 
weighted down by many many problems, in
cluding me maybe. 

[Slow zoom into the young Judge Cooper, who 
is pictured with country magistrates in the 30s.] 

NARRATOR: His two four-year terms as 
county judge had a profound effect on John 
Sherman Cooper. The experience of seeing so 
many in need of food and basic medical care 
would later fuel his support for social legis
lation. But the frustration of being unable to 
ease the human suffering everywhere around 
him took it's toll: near the end of his second 
term, the 36-year old Cooper sank into a deep 
depression. 

Rev. MUNDAY: When he came out of that of
fice he had to take a leave of absence be
cause of sickness. He had almost a nervous 
breakdown. 

NARRATOR: He left Somerset and spent 
months recovering in institutions. It was al
most a year before he returned to Somerset. 
He had overcome his ordeal, and the people 
of Pulaski County admired him even more 
for it. 

JSC on courthouse steps; fade to b!ack; come 
up on footage of burning U.S. ships in Pearl 
Harbor; images · of Hitler and the Nazi army on 
the march.] 

NARRATOR: Pearl Harbor and the Nazi 
blitzkreig in Europe drew the United States 
into the war in 1942, disrupting even the 
quiet life of a small town lawyer. With his 
two brothers already in the services, John 
Sherman Cooper enlisted as a private in the 
Army at the age of 41. 

JSC: Some friends of mine in the first 
world war, they had gone. They were a little 
older, they had been drafted; some ran off 
and joined the army. I felt a little ashamed 
that I hadn't. 

[JSC in uniform, stateside.] 
NARRATOR: After stateside military-police 

training, and a stint teaching military law, 
Cooper was promoted and sent to England. 
Harry Story was there, too: 

HARRY STORY: At that time groups were 
being assembled to go into France after the 
invasion, for civil affairs and military gov
ernment. 

[Patton's tanks clanking through the French 
countryside.] 

NARRATOR: Once in France, Lt. Cooper was 
assigned to the military government, or G-5 
section of General George Patton's Third 
Army. 

[Stills of JSC in Europe.] 
STORY: During that time he was being 

given assignments almost diplomatic in na
ture. Because there were no state depart-

ment personel available, because the ad
vance across France was so fast, the Ger
mans couldn't even retreat fast enough to 
get out of our way. 

[Still of JSC.] 
NARRATOR: Lt. Cooper was wearing a watch 

for the first time in his life, though he still 
ran behind schedule often enough to earn a 
nickname. 

STORY: Because of the fact that he was not 
punctual in the Army sense, he was called 
The Late John Cooper, The Late Lieutenant 
Cooper. 

[Footage of advance across the Rhine.] 
NARRATOR: As the war in Europe raced to 

its conclusion, a diplomatic mission handed 
down from allied commander Gen. Dwight 
Eisenhower sent Cooper in search of a miss
ing Italian princess who had been abducted 
by Hitler's SS troops. The trail led Cooper to 
a scene more ghastly than he could have 
imagined. 

[Footage of Buchenwald ovens being opened 
to reveal skeletons.] 

NARRATOR: He arrived at Buchenwald in 
early April, just after the camp had been 
overrun by Patton's forces. 

STORY: It was a situation, a sight, that no 
one will every forget. Corpses were piled like 
cord wood. The whole situation was inde
scribably bad. 

[Gen. Patton at Buchenwald.] 
NARRATOR: General Patton had no patience 

with local townspeople who claimed they 
knew nothing of the horrors being per
petrated in the nearby camp. He forced them 
to view the ghastly leavings of the Nazi 
butchers. 

[German townspeople being forced to view the 
camp; men hold their hands to their noses; 
women are crying; lines of people file past a 
table filed with medical atrocities; a woman 
runs out crying. 

[German cities in ruins; pan of bombed out 
buildings; refugees on the streets.] 

NARRATOR: After the Nazi surrender in 
May, Lieutenant Cooper spent the rest of 
1945 working in the ruins of Germany. He 
was assigned to help repatriate thousands of 
displaqed persons, people from many dif
ferent countries, people whose families have 
been torn apart, Cooper once again found 
himself responsible for people who had noth
ing but their names. The former judge also 
was selected by the allied command to assit 
in the rebuilding of the German legal sys
tem, which, like its cities, was in a sham
bles. Cooper's job was to reorganize and clear 
the Nazis out of some 239 trial and appellate 
courts in Bavaria. While engaged in that 
task word came that he had been nominated 
and elected in absentia to a circuit court 
judgeship in southern Kentucky. He was to 
return to the states to be sworn in by Janu
ary of 1946. 

[Fade to black; come up on stills of JSC in 
1940s: with others in the two square, and a por
trait in profile.] 

NARRATOR: Back home in Kentucky, John 
Sherman Cooper assumed his seat as Judge 
of the 28th judicial district and began chang
ing this immediately, most noticably ending 
the age-old discriminatory practice of ex
cluding blacks from serving on juries. But 
Cooper would not stay long on the bench this 
time, for there was a vacancy in Washington 
that had Republicans scheming. A.B. 
"Happy" Chandler had resigned from the 
United States Senate to become Commis
sioner of major league baseball. A special 
election had been called to fill the two re
maining years of Chandler's term. Bouyed by 
the presence of the first Republican governor 
in 15 years, party insiders urged Cooper to 
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make the race and he agreed. Less than a 
year after returning from Europe, Cooper 
rode a national GOP tide to victory, becom
ing only the third Republican in Kentucky 
history to win by popular election a seat in 
the U.S. Senate. 

Senator HOWARD BAKER: I think he will be 
remembered as the father of the emergent 
new Republican Party of the South. 

JSC: I was elected to the Eightieth Con
gress. It was a Republican victory in both 
houses, in the Senate and in the House. 

[Film of Truman in the White House.] 
NARRATOR: President Truman called it the 

"Do-Nothing" Congress, because he couldn't 
get some of his programs passed by the new 
Republican majority. 

[Film of new members of Congress; film of 
Robert Taft.] 

NARRATOR: Ohio's Senator Robert Taft was 
one of the most powerful figures on the Re
publican side of the aisle. Cooper bucked 
Taft's leadership immediately by voting 
against a Republican bill to establish a com
mittee to investigate U.S. conduct in World 
Warn. 

LARRY FORGY: Taft thought that this was a 
vote he would be able to count on all the 
time. It turned out he couldn't. I think 
that's the story of the man's life. Nobody 
ever ran him. 

[Film of Taft-Hartley protestors.] 
NARRATOR: But Cooper supported Taft and 

the party in major labor legislation, includ
ing the Taft-Hartley Act, which was widely 
perceived as being anti-labor because it man
dated "cooling-off periods" before strikes, 
and it outlawed the "closed shops." Congress 
passed the Taft-Hartley legislation over 
President Truman's veto. Cooper would suf
fer for the vote in his next Senate race. 

[Tobacco hanging in barn; JSC talking with 
tobacco farmers.] 

NARRATOR: As far as the home folks were 
concerned, Cooper's most popular move was 
to draft an amendment to the 1948 Agricul
tural Act to provide for price supports for 
Kentucky burley tobacco. He needed help to 
secure passage of the amendment, so he went 
to, Alben Barkley, the Kentucky Democrat 
who was Senate minority leader. The "Coo
per-Barkley Bill" passed by one vote; Bar
kley would later claim credit for the meas
ure. 

In spite of Cooper's support for tobacco 
legislation, Kentuckians voted him out of of
flee after two years, giving his seat to Virgil 
Chapman. It was part of a Democratic land
slide in the state, prompted by Barkley's 
presence on the ballot as President Truman's 
running mate. Cooper's vote on Taft-Hartley 
was said to be one of the contributing factors 
in his loss. 

[Still of JSC; film of Truman & Acheson talk
ing at an airport, then shaking hands with JSC 
as he is getting off a plane.] 

NARRATOR: Cooper joined a prominent 
Washington law firm, But Truman and his 
Secretary of State Dean Acheson had other 
plans for him. As part of an attempt to fash
ion a bipartisan foreign policy, they chose 
Cooper to be a delegate to the United Na
tions. Apparently they liked his voting 
record on international affairs. So Cooper, 
joined Acheson as part of the United States 
delegation to the fourth regular session of 
the U.N. General Assembly, meeting in tem
porary quarters in New York City. 

[Film of JSC and Acheson returning from Eu
rope; Truman greets Acheson & Cooper.] 

NARRATOR: Cooper's next assignment, in 
1950, was also in the international arena. He 
served as assistant to Secretary Acheson 
during the London meetings of the newly-

formed North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
or NATO. Cooper was, by this time, an im
portant member of Truman's foreign policy 
delegation. 

[Still of JSC.] 
NARRATOR: Fate would return John Sher

man Cooper to the domestic arena: Virgil 
Chapman was killed in a Washington auto
mobile accident. Aligning himself with 
Dwight Eisenhower's 1952 presidential 
compaign, Cooper campaigned to regain his 
Senate seat. 

[Footage of Ike on campaign trail, waving.] 
GEORGE JOPLIN: When we got to the OUt

skirts of a town, John would get out of the 
car and would start walking down the side
walk, and he had his sleeves rolled up . . . 
and whoever he saw on the street, why he 
would stop and visit with them. And if there 
was no one coming, he'd go to the houses, 
house by house. 

[Stills of JSC, campaigning with sleeves rolled 
up; talking with people; sitting on the porch 
with people.] 

NARRATOR: Cooper's experience as a state
wide campaigner was too much for his Demo
cratic opponent. He won easily, becoming 
the first Kentucky Republican ever to be 
elected twice to a Senate seat. He headed 
back to Washington, this time to serve under 
a President of his own party, for the Amer
ican voters had shown clearly that they 
liked Ike. 

[Women with "I like Ike" campaign banner.] 
[Stills of JSC & Ike.] 
NARRATOR: Cooper liked Ike, too, but once 

again the gentleman from Kentucky dem
onstrated his independence by challenging 
the President and his own party leaders on a 
topic dear to Cooper's heart. 

[Heroic industrial footage: TV A dams.] 
NARRATOR: Eisenhower wanted to under

mine one of the major vestiges of the New 
Deal, the Tennessee Valley Authority, which 
had provided low-cost power for a region 
that was still in great need of assistance. 
The administration saw the TV A as govern
ment encroachment on private industry's 
turf. Cooper, having witnessed the hardships 
of the Depression in the area served by the 
TV A, believed that government had a moral 
duty to help people in need. 

[Footage of poor people working their farms 
and fields.] 

WILLIAM GREIDER: He was a conservative in 
many ways, but he did not have a phobia 
about using the government to assist people 
that needed protection, especially poor peo
ple. 

CHARLES BARTLETT: He was one of the few 
Republicans who was willing to stand up for 
it in those days. The Republicans were com
mitted to selling the TV A into small pieces 
if possible. 

[Stills of JSC in his Senate office, looking de
termined, then exasperated.] 

NARRATOR: On other issues in the Senate, 
Cooper legislation faired less well. A five
hundred-million-dollar school construction 
bill, also dear to Cooper, was defeated by Re
publican indifference and Democratic opposi
tion. 

[Footage of Joe McCarthy testifying before 
Senate committee.] 

NARRATOR: The behavior of one of his col
leagues proved to be another problem that 
vexed Cooper during his second stint in the 
Senate. Wisconsin Senator Joe McCarthy 
had grown increasingly shrill and paranoid 
in his Red-baiting, claiming to have proof 
that hundreds of Communists had secretly 
infiltrated the United States Government. 
Cooper felt McCarthy's tactics threatened 
the Senate. 

GoLDWATER: John Sherman was one of the 
first men that challenged him. When he was 
spouting all those statistics about 200 mem
bers of the Communist Party in the State 
Department, John just stood up and said you 
have to prove that. Well, he never could. 

KATHERINE GRAHAM: We forget the terrible 
pressures on people that McCarthyism im
posed. To stand up and be anti-McCarthy in 
those days in the United States Senate was 
extremely courageous. 

Senator GENE McCARTHY: The censorship 
of Joe finally came down to his disregard of 
the Rules of the Senate, rather than his dis
regarding the general rules of life. [he laughs 
cynically) 

[Stills of Cooper; still of Cooper & cubscout, 
with capitol dome behind; still of JSC with 
group of young women.] 

NARRATOR: Cooper was also taking care of 
the folks back home. He fought for new 
roads, and for locks and dams in kentucky. 
He fought for coal and tobacco. 

WILLIAM GREIDER: Cooper played constitu
ency politics as forcefully as anyone else. He 
took care of tobacco, especially the farmers, 
and he worked relentlessly to get a lot of 
concrete poured in Kentucky, in dams and 
roads. 

[Animation: Cooper on the cover of Time mag
azine; the story inside on Cooper vs. Barkley; 
footage of Cooper and Barkley campaigning.] 

NARRATOR: Cooper's accomplishments, 
both local and national, were not enough to 
guarantee him reelection in the fall of 1954: 
his opponent was the only politician more 
popular back home in Kentucky. In what was 
billed by the national press as the "Battle of 
the Giants," Cooper squared off against 
former Vice President Alben Barkley. 

[Medium close-up shots of Barkley.] 
NARRATOR: The race centered on personal

ity and partisan politics. "Uncle Alben," or 
"The Veep," as Barkley was called, emerged 
as a clear favorite in the race. 

[Still of Cooper-Barkley tv debate moderated 
by Eric Serereid; then more film footage of the 
two men campaigning.] 

NARRATOR: The only controversial issue in 
the race was Barkley's claim that he had au
thored the tobacco price support bill, which 
Cooper had taken to him in 1948. 

[Film of Barkley and wife voting; still of som
ber-looking JSC.] 

NARRATOR: Unable to overcome Barkley's 
popularity, Cooper lost and was forced out of 
his Senate seat after yet another two-year 
term. 

[JSC with Ike.] 
NARRATOR: Other than the TV A issue, Coo

per had shown steadfast support for Presi
dent Eisenhower's policies on domestic and 
foreign affairs. His loyalty did not go unno
ticed. Ike and his Secretary of State, John 
Foster Dulles, needed a strong and capable 
person to represent U.S. interests in newly
independent India, a country being courted 
seriously by the Soviets. Early in 1955, Ike 
offered the ambassador's post to John Sher
man Cooper. Cooper accepted, but there was 
some personal business he had to settle be
fore he could assume the position. 

[Film of crowd in India; film of Ike, talking 
with Cooper who is standing next to him, at an 
Oval Office photo opportunity.] 

[Stills of Lorraine Rowan as a girl and as a 
young woman, with parasol in hand in each 
photo.] 

NARRATOR: Lorraine Rowan was the child 
of a prominent California family. Her early 
life was spent in Pasadena, but after her fa
ther's death her mother remarried an Italian 
prince and moved the family to Rome. There 
young Lorraine was a excellent student, 
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mastering French, Spanish and Italian. She 
returned to the States and married twice, 
but each marriage ended in divorce. She 
moved to Washington in the mid-forties. 

LILLY GUEST: * * * and she came down here 
and I used to tease her and say, I don't think 
you know that there are two houses down on 
the Hill * * * by the next week she knew all 
about it, who the people were, and what they 
were doing. 

KATHERINE GRAHAM:* * *so she was inter
ested in John and the fact that he was single 
and eligible and her age. She thought he was 
wonderful. She started going out with him 
and everybody used to make book on wheth
er she would marry him or not. I would have 
said the call was 50-50, because John was not 
known to be looking for marriage. 

LILLY GUEST: She was absolutely fas
cinated by him. You know John Sherman 
Cooper was a very vague man some days. 
Sometimes he would turn up for dinner and 
sometimes he wouldn't and that rather in
terested her. It was a challenge. 

KATHERINE GRAHAM: When John was made 
ambassador to India he realized, I'm sure, 
that he needed a wife in India. So, whereas a 
lot of us were unsure whether this marriage, 
which Lorraine wanted very much, was going 
to take place .. John went to India and he im
mediately proposed that she go with him and 
then be married. 

[Still of JSC and Lorraine; still of the two of 
them getting off a plane in India.] 

NARRATOR: John and Lorraine were mar
ried in March of 1955 and left for India soon 
after, where they would make a lasting im
pression. 

[Film of JSC in top hat presenting his creden
tial; intercut with Goldwater on camera.] 

GoLDWATER: He brought a different impres
sion of America. The old impression was 
nothing but dollars, dollars, dollars. They re
alized that here was an American who was a 
real honest-to-God gentleman. 

[Stills of JSC and Nehru; film of Cooper and 
Nehru.] 

NARRATOR: Indian prime minister Nehru 
had staked out a non-aligned position with 
regard to the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and 
that had John Foster Dulles worried. But 
Cooper quickly established a rapport with 
Nehru and assured him that the U.S. would 
provide aid to this huge new nation that was 
very much in need. 

Senator EDMUND MUSKIE: Cooper was re
garded as something fresh and new and excit
ing as American ambassadors go. 

[Footage of JSC in India, presenting U.S. rail
road cars and conversing with Indian authori
ties.] 

NARRATOR: Cooper's work significantly 
strengthened the relationship between the 
two countries. At his urging, the U.S. pro
vided the world's newest democracy withal
most five hundred million dollars in assist
ance. 

The Coopers were well-liked in India, and 
they would have been happy to continue 
their work there, but events at home were to 
alter their plans. In April of 1956, with four 
years left in his term, Alben Barkley died. A 
vacant seat in the United States Senate 
beckoned. 

[Film of Cooper coming out of White House, 
slipping, then walking over to the camera.] 

KATHERINE GRAHAM: John came back from 
India because the President asked him to 
give up that post and come back and run for 
the Senate. Because there was a seat open 
and John was the only Republican who could 
win it. 

[JSC is asked about running tor the Senate 
and he responds.] 

JSC: No, no I'm not a candidate. [Reporter: 
is there any chance you'll run?] * * * I 
learned long ago that a politician never says 
never. But right now I want to stick with the 
job I'm on. 

[Cut to film of JSC at the '56 Republican con
vention; he is introduced voice over by David 
Brinkley.] 

DAVID BRINKLEY: Here is John Sherman 
Cooper, former Senator, Ambassador to 
India, who returned to run again for the Sen
ate at Ike's urging. 

NARRATOR: The President convinced Coo
per to run for the seat he had held twice be
fore. He and his wife returned to Kentucky 
to campaign; it would be a new experience 
for Lorraine. 

[Stills of JSC and Lorraine campaign, includ
ing Lorraine carrying a parasol.] 

LILLY GUEST: When Lorraine first cam
paigned in Kentucky, she didn't know what 
she was in for. But one thing, she wasn't 
going to change. She carried her parasol and 
dressed as if she were going down to Rock 
Creek Park. 

[Stills of Coopers & Mortons on election 
night.] 

NARRATOR: Once again John Sherman Coo
per was aligned with an Eisenhower ticket. 
In an odd occurrance, Kentucky's other Sen
ate seat was up for grabs, and Thruston Mor
ton, a young Louisville Republican had won 
the right to run with Cooper on the state 
ballot. Cooper prevailed easily, with some 
fifty-three percent of the vote. He had won a 
third unexpired term in the United States 
Senate. Thruston Morton won in a "photo 
finish," slipping by with a mere seven thou
sand vote margin. For the first time Ken
tucky would be represented in the U.S. Sen
ate by two Republicans. 

[Film of Nat'l Guard troops escorting black 
students to high school in Little Rock in 1957.] 

NARRATOR: One of the most important is
sues facing Cooper and the rest of the Senate 
in 1957 was that of civil rights. National 
Guard troops were escorting black students 
to public high schools in Little Rock, Arkan
sas, while voting rights legislation was 
working its way through the congressional 
pipeline. 

TED KENNEDY: His involvement in those 
early civil rights bills was really 
indispensible. He was really calling on the 
best traditions of the Republican Party in 
knocking down the walls of discrimination. 

HowARD BAKER: I guess Republicans in the 
South really were in the vanguard of the 
civil rights movement. I know John Sher
man Cooper was. 

[Still of JSC.] 
NARRATOR: Though it wasn't strong enough 

to suit him, Cooper voted for the Civil 
Rights Act of 1957. 

[Footage of young JFK being sworn into the 
Senate.] 

NARRATOR: While working on the Labor 
and Public Welfare Committee, Cooper devel
oped one of his closest friendships in the 
Senate.-John Fitzgerald Kennedy of Massa
chusetts. 

TED KENNEDY: It might appear that they 
would be unlikely friends, but really to the 
contrary. 

CHARLES BARTLETT: I think John was pret
ty much to the left of his party-there were 
large areas of agreement between Cooper and 
Kennedy, no question. 

[Film of JSC, and of JSC and liberal Repub
licans in the Senate.] 

NARRATOR: A 1958 Congressional Quarterly 
analysis showed that Cooper voted with the 
administration only fifty percent of the time 
on 26 key issues. That may not have made 

him a favorite at the White House, but he 
was well respected by other liberal Repub
licans-in 1959 they nominated him as their 
choice for Senate Minority Leader. 

JSC, in '59,: [he talks briefly about the 
"progressive" cause] 

[Film of JSC and Everett Dirksen.] 
NARRATOR: Cooper lost the minority lead

ership post to Everett Dirksen of lllinois by 
six votes. But his influence was by no means 
in decline. A nineteen-sixty Newsweek maga
zine poll of the Washington press corps 
named Cooper the ablest Republican in the 
Senate. 

[Film of JFK & Jackie campaigning; film of 
Dick and Pat Nixon campaigning.] 

NARRATOR: The results of the next presi
dential race also would boost his stock con
siderably, even though his party would be 
voted out of the White House. 

[Stills of Cooper with Nixon.] 
NARRATOR: Party politics led Cooper to 

support Richard Nixon in his 1960 bid for the 
presidency, but philosophically Cooper was 
much closer to his friend Jack Kennedy. 

TED KENNEDY: John Sherman Cooper was 
one of President Kennedy's best friends, not 
only in the Senate, but generally. 

[Wide shot of Coopers & Kennedys having 
dinner together.] 

NARRATOR: Lorraine and Jackie had known 
each other before either was married. When 
the Kennedys moved into a Georgetown 
townhouse just a few blocks down N Street 
from the Coopers', the two couples grew clos
er, often getting together for intimate din
ner parties. 

[Footage of the facades of the two houses; pan 
across and zoom out of image of Jack and Jackie 
sharing a candlelight dinner with John and 
Lorraine.] 

TED KENNEDY: The only dinner party Presi
dent Kennedy had in the first two weeks 
after he was elected-there was John and 
Lorraine, just the four of them. Republicans 
tongues were wagging. Democratic tongues, 
too. It wasn't only enjoying the company; 
the President valued John's advice on how to 
get the New Frontier going. 

[Images of victorious JSC.] 
NARRATOR: Cooper had crushed his Demo

cratic opposition in 1960, getting the largest 
number of votes ever polled by a Republican 
in Kentucky. After winning three short 
terms, he had been elected to his first full 
term in the United States Senate. His friend 
Jack Kennedy won the presidency by a nar
row margin. 

[Film footage of JFK's inauguration speech; 
still of JSC.] 

NARRATOR: After his victory in November, 
the President-elect sent Cooper on a secret 
mission to Moscow, to see how Kremlin lead
ers viewed Kennedy's election. Cooper re
turned with a warning: the Soviets were not 
impressed. 

[Footage of JFK signing his first bill, with 
Cooper and others in background.] 

NARRATOR: The President continued to rely 
on Cooper's advice on foreign and domestic 
issues. When JFK signed his first bill in the 
Oval Office, he made sure that Senator Coo
per was in the assembled group of dig
nitaries. In 1962, Massachusetts sent another 
Kennedy to Washington. 

TED KENNEDY: When I was elected to the 
Senate, at the ripe old age of thirty, I was 
looking for advice and my brother, then the 
President, said to me, when some issue 
comes up and passions are aroused and 
voices are high, if you want the unvarnished 
truth, the facts on this issue, go to John 
Sherman Cooper and you will receive it. 

[Film of Kennedys in Dallas.] 
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NARRATOR: Camelot came to a tragic end 

on November twenty-second, nineteen sixty
three on a clear day in Dallas, Texas. Presi
dent Kennedy was shot as he rode through 
the city. He was declared dead at Parkland 
Hospital. A stunned nation sat for days in 
front of their televisions, collectively 
mourning their fallen leader. New President 
Lyndon Baines Johnson called John Sher
man Cooper who was at his home in 
Somerest and asked him to take part in a 
special investigation to be chaired by Chief 
Justice Earl Warren. 

[Earl Warren and other Warren Commission 
members entering the White House, presenting 
their report.] 

GERALD FORD: Each of us on the Warren 
Commission had close personal relationships 
with Jack Kennedy, as a consequence our 
service on the commission was very painful. 
It was not an easy job. It was a painful expe
rience but a necessary responsibility to try 
to find out all the facts involving the unfor
tunate, tragic assassination of President 
Kennedy. 

[Footage of Warren Commission presenting re
port to LBJ.] 

JSC: We had hearings, and we went to Dal
las, and we spent a long time on it. A lot of 
people don't agree with it now, I know be
cause I still get letters from people saying, 
you were wrong. 

FORD: I for one deeply regret some of the 
demagogic attacks on the Warren Commis
sion conclusions. A number of individuals 
have raised questions of one kind or another, 
but none of the criticism of Warren Commis
sion is based on any solid, new evidence. 

NARRATOR: While Richard Schweiker was 
in the Senate he chaired a sub-committee of 
the Senate Intelligence panel that inves
tigated the findings of the Warren Commis
sion. He was also developed a close working 
relationship and friendship with Cooper. 

Senator RICHARD SCHWEIKER: In talking 
with John Sherman Cooper it became clear 
to me that not all of the material that 
should have been made available to the War
ren Commission was given to the Warren 
Commission, in terms of the CIA, in terms of 
the FBI and other intelligence agencies. 

[Fade to black; come up on footage of Amer
ican advisors in Vietnam, ca. 1963.] 

NARRATOR: During his short tenure in the 
Oval Office, President Kennedy laid the 
groundwork for America's participation in 
what would be its longest, and most dis
appointing war. 

GEORGE HERRING: What really is important 
is that Kennedy significantly changes the 
nature, the magnitude of the commitment. 
When he takes over, the number of American 
advisors are still in the hundreds, but not in
volved directly in combat. When he is assas
sinated in November of 63, you have 16 thou
sand advisors, and they are actively involved 
in combat. 

[Film of U.S. advisors; film of fighting in 
South Vietman; dissolve to film of Civil Rights 
demonstrators marching in Birmingham; dem
onstrators being attacked by police dogs and 
battered with high-powered firehoses.] 

NARRATOR: Another kind of fighting was 
taking place in the streets of America in the 
early nineteen-sixties: the Civil Rights 
movement was gathering strength, but in 
places such as Birmingham, Alabama, it was 
being met with viscious host111ty. John Sher
man Cooper was appalled: 

COOPER: The events of the last few days in 
Birmingham should shock the conscience of 
the nation. The use of dogs against human 
beings, our fellow citizens, simply because 
they are trying to secure their rights, is rep-

rehensible. These people are claiming their 
constitutional right for voting, their con
stitutional right as determined by the Su
preme Court, to enter a desegregated school, 
their right to use public facilities, govern
mental fac111ties. 

[Film of black and whites sitting-in at a Nash
ville lunch counter, being physically and ver
bally abused by angry whites who have them 
surrounded; they are bullied and covered with 
food.] 

NARRATOR: While blacks and a few whites 
were putting themselves on the line, Con
gress was debating the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. Southern Senators tried to block pas
sage of the bill by filibustering, dragging out 
the debate for months. Cooper, who had in 
1963 written and pushed public accommoda
tion bill only to see it fail, now sought to in
voke cloture to bring the measure to a vote. 
He chided both parties for inaction. 

[Film of "whites only" lunch counters and 
rest rooms.] 

COOPER: I believe the two parties are pay
ing lip service to this issue. It's my judg
ment that some of the Democratic Party do 
not want to offend their Southern brethren. 
On the other hand, some of my own party, 
the Republican Party, some of its leaders are 
still arguing that this is just a local issue. 

[Still of JSC, ca. 1963, at his desk.] 
NARRATOR: Senator Cooper was beseiged 

with letters from the people of his state. 
Most of them opposed the legislation. Some 
bitterly denounced Cooper's position. 

[Film of Cooper in Senate committee meeting.] 
NARRATOR: In spite of the overwhelming 

opposition from home, Cooper continued to 
lead the charge in the Senate. 

NARRATOR: Senator Mitch McConnell was a 
summer intern in Cooper's office that year. 

MITCH MCCONNELL: I remember asking 
him, how do you square that you are after all 
here to represent Kentucky, and his answer 
was one I have never forgotten. He said, I not 
only represent Kentucky, I represent the na
tion, and there are times when you follow, 
and times when you lead. And he said, I be
lieve this is an issue whose time has come, 
that with proper leadership, people will 
change their attitudes about this matter. 

[Newsreel footage of Capitol Hill.] 
NARRATOR: After a long fight, Cooper and 

other Senate liberals mustered the votes to 
stop the filibuster and win passage of the 
bill. Though he believed it could have been a 
stronger measure, Cooper was glad to watch 
with other supporters as President Johnson 
signed the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

[Film of LBJ and gathered dignitaries in OVal 
Office; LBJ signs Civil Rights Act.] 

[Fade to black; Come up on clips from Defense 
Dept. film reenactment of Tonkin Gulf incident: 
we see a map of the area then dissolve to toot
age of U.S. destroyers, Maddox and Turner Joy 
maneuvering in Tonkin Gulf.] 

NARRATOR: In August of 1964, in the Gulf of 
Tonkin off the coast of North Vietnam, two 
U.S. destroyers reported an incident that 
President Johnson would later use to secure 
from the Senate a so-called "blank check" to 
make war in Vietnam. 

[An officer peers through binoculars and or
ders his men to battle stations; men on deck 
rush to their stations, load and fire artillery; 
radar and sonar operators at work in ship's 
communications center; big guns being fired into 
the night, in rapid succession.] 

NARRATOR: While on a surveillance mission 
close to shore, the USS Maddox and Turner 
Joy reported two attacks by North Vietnam
ese patrol boats. Shots were exchanged in 
the first encounter, which lasted about twen
ty minutes. The next night, in stormy dark-

ness, U.S. commanders became convinced by 
radio and sonar reports that they were under 
torpedo attack. For the next four hours the 
two ships fired wildly in all directions. 

[OVer footage of U.S. pilots carrying out 
bombing missions against North Vietnam, LBJ 
tells the nation of an attack on the U.S. ships 
and says he's ordered air strikes on N. Viet
nam.] 

NARRATOR: After ordering air attacks on 
North Vietnam, the President asked Con
gress for a resolution in support of his ac
tions in Vietnam. 

GEORGE HERRING: The Tonkin Gulf Resolu
tion is a major watershed in the Vietnam 
War. The Tonkin Gulf Resolution becomes of 
course, in time, what Johnson uses as a basis 
for further escalation of the war. No doubt 
they thought they were under attack, but 
after the smoke had cleared lots of doubts 
began to surface, and to this day there's 
never been any real convincing proof. 

ED MusKIE: The Tonkin Gulf Resolution 
was troublesome for those of us who partici
pated. Only two opposed it, Morse and 
Greuning. Many of us came to regret the 
vote, and John Sherman Cooper was one. 

[Film of LBJ campaigning.] 
NARRATOR: Nineteen sixty-four was an 

election year, and Johnson wanted to appear 
militarily-tough to the electorate. Repub
lican nominee Barry Goldwater already was 
on the attack, charging that the President 
was soft on defense. 

[Barry Goldwater campaigning.] 
BARRY GoLDWATER: The Gulf of Tonkin 

Resolution was dreamed up by Lyndon John
son to get Lyndon Johnson off the hook. No
body believed it. There was never any record 
of an attack on anything. The whole war was 
a phony war. 

WILLIAM GREIDER: Six months later it was 
perfectly obvious, particularly to people 
with the sensibilities of John Sherman Coo
per, that he had been lied to, and in fact, the 
United States was being pulled a step at a 
time into a full scale war in Indochina. 

[Defense Dept. footage of ground troops in 
Vietnam; Footage of the "Rolling Thunder" 
bombing �c�a�m�p�a�i�g�n �~ �]� 

NARRATOR: Over the next three years the 
President would commit more than a half 
million troops to the war. The U.S. bombing 
campaign would lay waste to large areas of 
Vietnam, dropping more bombs than were 
dropped in all theaters of World War IT. 
Thousands of Vietnamese civilians would be 
killed by the bombs each month. 

[Still of JSC.] 
NARRATOR: In 1965, John Sherman Cooper 

urged that the United States undertake ne
gotiations to bring the war to an end. 

TED KENNEDY: One of the earliest voices 
that was questioning American policy objec
tives, meanings in Vietnam, was John Coo
per. 

WILLIAM MILLER: He started in 1966 with an 
opposition to the bombing. He was convinced 
by military advisers and people from within 
the Pentagon and from his own observations 
that it was not working, that it didn't serve 
our military purposes and it was creating 
awful havoc in the destruction of the coun
try and killing lots of innocent people. 

[Film of Vietnam and Saigon.] 
NARRATOR: Cooper went to Vietnam early 

in nineteen-sixty-six, to meet with m111tary 
leaders and to see the war and its con
sequences first hand. William Miller, then an 
assistant to Secretary of State Dean Rusk, 
was on the same trip. 

[Still of JSC with William Miller in 1966; Viet
namese children in hospital, one with both arms 
blown off.] 
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WILLIAM MILLER: He had to go to visit a 

children's hospital. These were kids who had 
been maimed by the bombing and the effects 
of the war. Everyone who went was so af
fected. They were brought to tears by the 
great suffering. 

[Stills of JSC, one with Dean Rusk, another 
with Goldwater.] 

NARRATOR: When Cooper faced reelection 
in the fall of that year, his Democratic oppo
nent mounted a vicious attack against Coo
per's antiwar position. But on election day, 
the 65-year old Senator proved unbeatable. 
He carried all but seven of the state's one 
hundred and twenty counties. Then, at the 
peak of his popularity, he announced he 
would not run again in 1972; it would be his 
last term of office. 

[A jubilant JSC on election night; still of JSC 
speaking to reveal a saddened Lorraine.] 

[Fade to black; come up on anti-war protests 
in Washington, D.C.] 

NARRATOR: John Sherman Cooper was not 
alone in his opposition to the war. By mid
nineteen sixty-seven, polls showed that for 
the first time a majority of Americans 
thought Vietnam was a mistake. Each 
month some thirty thousand young men 
were being drafted into the Army. Many of 

. them were going to Vietnam. Thousands of 
them were not coming back alive . . . 

[Troop movements; U.S. soldiers jumping out 
of copters; coffins being loaded on planes.] 

McCARTHY: Death notices began coming 
back to be printed in county seat news
papers, and it wasn't just somebody dying in 
Louisville, or somebody dying in St. Paul
somebody was dying from almost every part 
of the country, somebody you knew. 

MUBKIE: Young men did not want to go to 
Vietnam, young men who loved their coun
try did not want to go to Vietnam; so it was 
a war more than any other experience in our 
nation's history that split the generations. 

[Protest footage: big crowds of candlebearing 
demonstrators; shot of hand making peace sign.] 

NARRATOR: The country was deeply di
vided. On one side, there were the "Doves," 
who sought an end to the war in Vietnam. On 
the other side, there were the "Hawks," epit
omized by men like Senator Barry Gold
water. 

GoLDWATER: I would have loaded those B
fifty-twos up and if they didn't quit I would 
have made a swamp out of the whole north
ern end of Vietnam. 

KENNEDY: The debate on the Vietnam war 
really started ·on the campuses across the 
country and in the streets of the nation. It 
was an issue in which the people were well 
ahead of the Congress and the Senate, and 
especially the President. 

[Anti-war demonstrators in Harvard Square 
shouting "Peace Now".] 

HERRING: The mood of the United States, 
largely as result of the Vietnam war, was 
something approaching a national nervous 
breakdown. 

[More protests.] 
GREIDER: I think people forget how pro

found and intense was the division of this 
country over who we are as Americans, why 
are we killing 50,000 kids and millions of Vi
etnamese? Over what? 

[Protesters swarm over Lincoln Memorial; 
footage of LBJ in White House staff meeting.] 

NARRATOR: Lyndon Johnson's "Great Soci
ety" was in trouble at home and abroad. But 
the President and his chief general in Viet
nam, William Westmoreland, assured the na
tion that the U.S. had the enemy on the run. 
There was "light at the end of the tunnel." 

[Gen. Westmoreland inspecting troops in the 
field; footage of aftermath of attack on U.S. Em-

bassy in Saigon; blood-splattered American per
sonnel.] 

NARRATOR: Their words proved hollow 
when, in January of nineteen sixty-eight, 
Viet Cong guerrillas attacked the U.S. Em
bassy in Saigon, kicking off the massive Tet 
Offensive, which struck at cities across Viet
nam. The war was far from being over; LBJ's 
presidency was on the line. 

McCARTHY: I really think the Senate 
should have done more about it. I said, the 
only way anyone in the Senate could act was 
to make a campaign. And so we did. 

NARRATOR: Democratic Senator Eugene 
McCarthy, running as an anti-war candidate, 
challenged the President in the New Hamp
shire primary. He stunned the country by 
winning 42 percent of the vote-a major set
back for Johnson. Another anti-war can
didate, Senator Robert Kennedy, entered the 
race a week later, posing an even bigger 
threat to LBJ. Just two weeks after that the 
President announced to the nation that he 
would seek to open peace talks with the 
North Vietnamese. In parting, he dropped a 
political bombshell. 

LBJ: Accordingly, I will not seek, nor will 
I accept, the nomination of my party for the 
office of president of the United States. 

COOPER: I would be very happy to see the 
war stopped. It wouldn't mean peace imme
diately, but we would have negotiations. 
Since 1965 I have urged that we take this 
step to test the North Vietnamese, to see if 
they are serious about wanting peace. 

[Footage of war, of Martin Luther King, of 
riots after his assassination.] 

NARRATOR: While the war dragged on in 
Vietnam, there was bloodshed and rage back 
home in the U.S. The murder of the Rev
erend Martin Luther King ignited riots in 
New York, Washington and other cities. The 
front-running Democratic presidential can
didate, Bobby Kennedy, was shot down mo
ments after a dramatic victory in the Cali
fornia primary. And the Chicago Democratic 
convention gave the whole world a glimpse 
of the furious dissent that gripped the na
tion, and the violent reaction it elicited. The 
team of Hubert Humphrey and Edmund 
Muskie would be unable to overcome Rich
ard Nixon's campaign for "law and order." 

[Robert Kennedy campaigning; Democratic 
convention and violence outside; Sen. Ribicoff 
and Mayor Daley exchange taunts; police club 
demonstrators while crowd shouts: "the whole 
world is watching;" Humphrey & Muskie; Nixon 
at 68 convention.] 

NARRATOR: Nixon had claimed in 1968 to 
have a "secret plan" to end U.S. involvement 
in Vietnam, but the war dragged on deep 
into 1969. Public resentment reached its peak 
in the fall, when millions of Americans dem
onstrated in the streets of Washington, New 
York and San Francisco. It was the largest 
mass protest the country had ever seen. 

[More footage of U.S. bombing; ground troops 
evacuating wounded soldiers; footage of mass 
demonstrations in 1969, ending with pan of tens 
of thousands of protesters gathered around the 
base of the Washington Monument; stills of JSC 
in Senate committee meetings in 1969, studying 
legislation.] 

NARRATOR: Late in the year, it was re
vealed that U.S. troops might be sent into 
Laos and Thailand. In the Senate, John 
Sherman Cooper amended a defense spending 
bill to prohibit such an expansion of the war. 
He was searching for a way to use legislation 
to help bring the war to an end. 

ED MUBKIE: John Cooper, being the sen
sitive man he was, went through agonizing 
moments every day that war continued. 

[Footage of U.S. troops walking through jun
gle terrain.] 

NARRATOR: In the spring of nineteen sev
enty, at a time when he claimed to be wind
in& down the war, President Nixon again 
tried to impress the enemy with force. 

CooPER: This talk of a major operation
well my information is not from the Presi
dent, it's indirect, but I have been told that 
as of several hours ago, there's been move
ment, certainly. of American forces, none of 
South Vietnamese forces. Personally I hope 
there will not be any movement of any men 
of either army. 

[Combat footage.] 
NARRATOR: Nixon had ordered U.S. troops 

to invade neighboring Cambodia. Demonstra
tions broke out across the United States. 
The President branded all of the protesters 
"bums," and National Guard troops and po
lice fired on and killed students at two 
schools. Four were killed at Kent State in 
Ohio; two more were shot to death at Jack
son State in Mississippi. Campuses across 
the country exploded in protest. 

[Student protest; Kent State demonstrations; 
National Guard firing at students.] 

NARRATOR: In the Senate, John Sherman 
Cooper joined with Democrat Frank Church 
of Idaho to sponsor an amendment to cut off 
funds for the military operations in Cam
bodia. 

GERALD FORD: I understood the attitude of 
Cooper and Church, but in my opinion it was 
a regrettable encroachment on the right of 
the President as Commander-in-Chief to 
carry on military activities. 

[Front page of NY Times, wide shot of logo 
and full headline; pan of "Senate Passes War 
Powers Curb"; tighter shot of subhead: "Coo
per-Church amendment passes by vote of . . . " 
then a pan over to the photo of Cooper & 
Church in Senate stairwell.] 

NARRATOR: On June 30, nineteen seventy, 
the Senate passed the Cooper-Church amend
ment by a vote of fifty-eight to thirty-seven. 
Nixon called it the first restrictive vote ever 
cast on a President in wartime. The House 
agreed and refused to pass the measure. 

KENNEDY: The Senate's passage of the Coo
per-Church amendment was a great tribute 
to Cooper. Because of their efforts, hundreds, 
probably thousands of American servicemen 
and women's lives were saved. Even though 
it was defeated in the House, it was a mean
ingful contribution toward ending the war. 

[Footage of people in streets in Vietnam.] 
NARRATOR: American presence in South 

Vietnam continued until nineteen seventy
five, when the government of South Vietnam 
collapsed. In a chaotic scene, U.S. personnel 
made hasty exits as North Vietnamese 
troops converged on Saigon. 

It was an inglorious ending to America's 
longest war. 

[U.S. copter leaving embassy; N. Vietnamese 
tank ramming embassy gates; copters being 
ditched overboard from U.S. carriers; Vietnam 
Memorial; close-up of names on memorial, so 
that they appear to be falling slowly.] 

NARRATOR: The ultimate cost of the Viet
nam war: fifty-eight thousand American 
lives and one hundred and fifty billion dol
lars in resources. Millions of Vietnamese 
were killed. 

HERRING: Everybody is still paying the 
cost. The Vietnamese are paying it daily, 
and we're paying it in terms of scars that 
may never heal. 

[Close-up of an ABM missile exploding out of 
its silo; ABM on its course; lines converge on a 
tracking screen; when they meet, the word 
"Intercept" is illuminated; technicians in con
trol room watching monitors.] 

[ABM dot hitting another dot in the sky.] 
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GERALD FORD: It was part of our military 

effort to have not only an offensive capabil
ity, but a successful defensive capability in 
our then cold war with Russia. It was mili
tarily-wise and diplomatically correct to 
proceed with an ABM system. 

ED MUSKIE: The issue is similar to what it 
is today on the SDI, our Star Wars issue. It's 
a question of whether or not it's possible to 
defend against nuclear weapons. 

TED KENNEDY: It was a time when new 
technology could be labeled security and de
fense and it would pass automatically. To 
that debate John Cooper brought that very 
special sense of study, of understanding; he 
had a principal role in that debate and no 
question changed a number of Senator's 
minds. 

[Still of JSC studying legislation.} 
GERARD SMITH: Cooper knew this was a 

central issue of the age and I think he de
cided to get himself informed and become a 
useful legislator on the subject. John Sher
man Cooper opposed the ABM system be
cause he felt it would ratchet up the arms 
competition. If we went ahead with defenses, 
the Soviets would react by increasing their 
defensive capabilities. 

[Footage of Nixon's pyramid-part of the one 
ABM site that was constructed in North Dakota 
and later abandoned.} 

NARRATOR: President Nixon wanted the 
six-b11lion dollar ABM system deployed to 
protect our offensive missile sites. He also 
wanted to use the ABM as a bargaining chip 
in the upcoming strategic arms talks with 
the Soviets. But opposition was strong. 

WILLIAM MILLER: For the first time, the 
most distinguished scientists in the country, 
many of whom had actually developed nu
clear weapons, turned against the govern
ment and said a weapons system should not 
be deployed. 

RICHARD SCHWEIKER: Once again John 
Sherman Cooper's leadership, his clearcut 
advocacy of a position gave us the courage in 
this case to split from the administration 
and vote against the ABM. 

[Stills of Cooper.} 
NARRATOR: Cooper-Michigan Senator Phil

ip Hart sponsored several amendments to 
block deployment of the ABM system, but 
allowing for more research on the tech
nology. In August of ninteen sixty-nine, the 
Senate split evenly on one Cooper-backed 
amendment. Vice President Spiro Agnew 
broke the tie, defeating the amendment 
fifty-one to fifty. [Still of Senate in session; 
slow zoom in to Vice President on rostrum.] 

MUSKIE: There was prolonged debate on it. 
The debate had the effect of blocking the ac
tual development of an anti-bal11stic missile 
defense. 

[Helsinki meetings with Gerard Smith seated 
across from the head Soviet delegate.} 

NARRATOR: Three months later, U.S. and 
Soviet delegates sat together in Helsinki, 
Finland, to discuss an ABM treaty. Gerard 
Smith was the chief negotiator for the Unit
ed States. 

GERARD SMITH: Senator Cooper is quite en
titled to think of himself as one of the main 
architects of the ABM Treaty. He was con
stantly encouraging us, advising us. He used 
to come over to the negotiations in Helsinki 
and Vienna, he worked for hours with us 
under rather uncomfortable conditions, and 
then after the treaty was negotiated, he was 
the prime factor in the Senate in helping it 
through the ratification proceedings. 

[Film of Nixon & Brezhnev.} 
NARRATOR: In nineteen seventy-two, after 

twenty-five years of building up their nu
clear arsenals, the leaders of the Super Pow-

ers met in Moscow to sign the historic first 
treaties limiting nuclear weapons. The first 
item of agreement was the ABM. By signing 
the ABM Treaty and the SALT I strategic 
arms limitation treaty, Nixon and Brezhnev 
agreed to outlaw defensive missile systems. 
Each side would be allowed to build an ABM 
system at two sites, one to protect an offen
sive missile position, and one to protect the 
nation's capital. This ABM site in North Da
kota was the only one built in the U.S. 
Today it stands abandoned, a six-b111ion-dol
lar white elephant, bearing mute witness to 
an historic arms control agreement. 

[Aerial footage of ABM site in N.D.} 
[Stills of JSC.} 
NARRATOR: John Sherman Cooper left the 

United States Senate in 1972 after serving 
just over twenty years. The gentleman from 
Kentucky was retiring, but his retirement 
would not last long. 

[Stills of JSC with Pres. Ford; and with the 
President and Lorraine.] 

NARRATOR: When Gerald Ford assumed the 
presidency, he offered a brand new job to 
Cooper, one that would take him back to a 
familiar place. 

FORD: I felt, and Secretary Kissinger con
curred, that we could make some progress 
breaking down the Iron Curtain if we would 
have diplomatic relations with the East Ger
man government. It was not a government 
we approved of, not a government we looked 
up to, but the East German government does 
represent a powerful factor in eastern Eu
rope. With that point of view in mind I tried 
to find a person who I would have great faith 
in, who would conduct U.S. diplomatic rela
tions with East Germany in a very proper, 
very firm and constructive way, and John 
Sherman Cooper fitted that b111 perfectly. 

[Still of JSC in front of sign on new embassY 
in East Berlin.} 

BRANDON GROVE: In many ways he was the 
perfect choice. He was a person of broad ex
perience in our own government, a man of 
real prestige. He had been county judge, a 
well-known senator, an ambassador before, 
he was also a student of history. He knew the 
German situation. 

[Film of Checkpoint Charlie.} 
BRANDON GROVE: I can't imagine a more 

difficult assignment. This was the other Ger
many. We had not been there in a diplomatic 
sense. There was a special relationship with 
the Soviet Union that had to be taken into 
account. There was the status of Berlin it
self. 

[Architectural Digest color stills: interiors of 
the Coopers' home in Georgetown.} 

NARRATOR: After two years in East Ger
many, the Coopers returned to their George
town home to retire once again. In its warm 
confines they continued to entertain. They 
also continued to be active in politics. 

[Color portrait of Lorraine, in white with 
white parasol, leaning over the balustrae on the 
back porch of their house.} 

A partnership of 30 years came to an end in 
nineteen eighty-five when Lorraine Cooper 
died. 

FORD: My wife Betty and I have known the 
Coopers for many, many years and we were 
deeply saddened, shocked by the death of 
Senator Cooper's wonderful wife Lorraine. 
They were a superb couple, not only as a 
family in the United States Senate, but as a 
family representing the United States. 

[Footage of JSC at home, with visitors, looking 
through folders.} 

NARRATOR: Since the death of his wife, 
John Sherman Cooper continues to lead an 
active life. At age eighty-seven, he keeps up 
with the news by reading, and by receiving a 

great variety of friends: young and old, Re
publican and Democrat. For John Sherman 
Cooper, it is stm people that matter most. 

Rev. MUNDAY: He always loved people, and 
by loving he was loved himself. 

BRANDON GROVE: There are some Ameri
cans who are bigger than the place that they 
come from. There are some Americans who 
seem to be able to embody the whole of our 
country and what we stand for, and to be 
able to articulate it. 

TED KENNEDY: He always brought light, 
rather than heat to a problem-that was al
ways a distinguishing characteristic. 

Sen. MCCARTHY: I always thought Cooper 
would have made a good Republican presi
dent, or Republican candidate for President, 
if they had gotten him at the right time
better than Eisenhower, certainly better 
than Nixon. 

WILLIAM MILLER: I think he really thought 
the noblest thing a statesman can do is to be 
a peacemaker. 

[Dissolve the Cooper statue in Somerset.} 
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Republican leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, are we in 

morning business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, we 

are. 

THE KILLING SANDS OF ffiAQ 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, a decade 

ago, the world witnessed the killing 
fields of Cambodia. Today's headlines 
portray the grim reality of the killing 
sands of Iraq. 

All of us have been appalled by the 
scenes of tragedy among the Kurdish 
refugees in the north, and the Shiite 
refugees in the south. So many of these 
helpless people-women, children, the 
elderly-are victims, not of war or re
bellion, but of Saddam Hussein's geno
cidal persecution of his political oppo
nents. 

As a humane and caring people, we 
Americans join all civilized people in 
crying out for an end to the killing. We 
join with other nations, and people, in 
providing assistance to the displaced 
and endangered hundreds of thousands 
now crowding Iraq's northern and 
southern borders. 

I commend the President for his deci
sion to provide $11 million in emer
gency relief for this massive new popu
lation of refugees. In particular, the 
use of airdrops is an appropriate re
sponse to this true emergency, and 
sends exactly the right kind of visible 
message of our concern. 

It is my understanding that the 
President will also take additional 
steps to respond to the needs of the ref
ugees. 

At the same time, I also believe the 
President has made the right decision 
in resisting the urging of some for a 
unilateral military intervention in this 
complex and tragic situation. 

Indeed, it is ironic that some-who 
only a dozen weeks ago refused to vote 
to authorize the use of force against 
Saddani's naked and brutal aggression 
against a neighboring country, arguing 
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passionately about the dangers of in
volving America in a quagmire of Arab 
politics--some of those same voices are 
now calling on President Bush to get 
the United States directly involved. 

I hope, and believe, the President will 
continue to resist those calls. This 
time, the quagmire is real. 

The struggle of the Kurds and the 
Shiites against Saddam Hussein did 
not start on the day the United States 
launched military operations against 
Iraq. It did not escalate into open war
fare because of something someone 
said, but because the defeat of Iraq's 
forces in the gulf war gave Saddam's 
enemies reason to believe he was ripe 
for the picking. 

Were we to intervene with anything 
less than a massive use of our forces-
which I believe no one advocates--the 
result would not be a quick and easy 
victory, but a growing American in
volvement in an unending war of attri
tion; and the kind of chaos inside Iraq 
that would invite the intervention of 
others, such as Iran. 

Even more to the point, as one astute 
observer pointed out in an op-ed in the 
New York Times, the likely result of 
an American intervention would be 
that, and I quote, "the suffering of the 
Kurds and other Iraqis would become 
even more tragic." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of that op-ed, by 
Prof. Shibley Telhami of Cornell Uni
versity, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 5,1991] 
STAY OUT OF IRAQ'S CIVIL WAR 

(By Shibley Telhami) 
ITHACA, NY.-President Bush is right in re

sisting pressures to commit U.S. forces to in
tervene in northern Iraq. The suffering of the 
Kurds and other Iraqis would become even 
more tragic if American troops moved in. 

Those who say the Kurds were misled into 
believing they would get help if they rebelled 
ignore this: Intervention would mislead 
them even more, because the U.S. cannot 
shape Iraq's political system. U.S. involve
ment would only excite the Kurds enough to 
make the fight bloodier, and they would be 
let down later-their lot for decades. 

Israel's experience in Lebanon is relevant. 
Despite military superiority and political al
liances with some Lebanese factions during 
the occupation in 1982, Israel could not re
shape that country's political system. Leb
anon's disintegration has pained Israel, be
cause guerrillas have flourished in the ab
sence of central authority. 

Iraq's military is not conducting its war 
against the Kurds out of loyalty to Sa.ddam 
Hussein. Rather, the m111tary's fear of na
tional disintegration has rallied it behind 
him, even though it must have serious mis
givings about his rule. So even if U.S. m111-
tary action toppled him, the consequence 
would likely be prolonged civil war, with 
tragic consequences for Kurds and non
Kurds. 
I! the Kurds' military prowess is enhanced, 

they are likely to have to contend with fu
ture opposition from Turkey and Iran, which 

fear that nationalism will spread to their 
large Kurdish communities. Yes, the Kurds' 
right to self-determination is a. worthy 
cause. But does the U.S. have the power and 
desire to confront Turkey and Iran? 

Unilateral U.S. action would undermine 
the coalition President Bush achieved in the 
U.N. and go far beyond the U.N. mandate to 
liberate Kuwait. Article 2 of the Charter is 
clear about nonintervention "in matters 
which are essentially within the domestic ju
risdiction of a.ny state." Coalition members 
like Egypt oppose U.S. military action in 
Iraq. 

If the U.S. can intervene unilaterally in 
the affairs of a. country on moral grounds, 
will it accept such a. move by other nations 
that cite such considerations-for example, 
Iranian intervention on behalf of Iraqi Shi
ites? If not the U.N., who sets the standards? 

Though some Americans ma.y see a. moral 
duty to the Iraqi people to act, others, espe
cially in the Middle East, are not likely to 
see American behavior in that light. We 
must not mistake the region's current quiet 
to mean the anti-American tide has crested; 
a.s in the Suez crisis, the gravest con
sequences usually lag behind events. 

The debate over the U.S. obligations to the 
Kurds has pointed up a. moral quandary: No 
one should watch bloodshed like that in 
northern Iraq without considering options to 
stop it. U.S. military action, which is not 
the right choice, would pose even more trou
bling moral problems. 

There are alternatives. We can continue to 
use the U.N. to affect Iraqi behavior, a.s it 
did this week in setting punishing cease-fire 
conditions. The unprecedented resolutions 
cannot be carried out without world coopera
tion. The U.S. must also take a. lead in guar
anteeing that humanitarian aid reaches all 
suffering Iraqis, including refugees-under 
U.N. supervision. In the end, we must recog
nize that there are limits to what the U.S. 
can do, even a.s its power stands without 
equal in the world today. 

Mr. DOLE. But, Mr. President, not 
intervening does not mean not caring. 
We do care, and we care deeply. Our 
caring is manifest in the steps the 
President has taken and the efforts of 
so many private groups and citizens to 
offer aid for the needy. 

Nor does it mean we do nothing. 
There are steps we are taking and 
should take. As we all know, Secretary 
Baker is in the region now, exploring 
with Iraq's neighbors what steps are 
appropriate and realistic, and meeting 
with the Kurdish refugees. 

The United Nations has already 
passed one resolution, strongly con
demning Saddam's latest outrage. The 
weight of nearly unanimous inter
national opinion, and the pressure of 
tough economic sanctions, must con
tinue to be brought to bear on Iraq. 
And certainly, in my view, if we cannot 
get some satisfaction from Saddam 
Hussein I see no rush to lift the sanc
tions. 

We should also give serious consider
ation to the British proposal to estab
lish refugee sanctuary zones, under 
U.N. auspices, within Iraq. 

Meanwhile, as long as the refugees 
remain in jeopardy of Saddam's butch
ery, we should strongly urge Turkey 
and Iran to provide them temporary 

safehaven; and we should do all we can 
to make sure that the international 
community helps affected nations bear 
the burden of these large refugee popu
lations. 

Mr. President, we won a great vic
tory in the gulf war. But the tragedy 
that has unfolded in Iraq is a poignant 
reminder that the challenge of estab
lishing peace, stability, and security 
for the people of the Middle East, and 
the Persian Gulf, is still very real. 

All Americans joined in our success
ful effort in the gulf war-the Presi
dent, the Congress, and above all the 
people. 

Let us find that same unity of pur
pose, and determination, as we seek to 
achieve, and to secure, a broader and 
more lasting peace. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMENDATION FOR BOYS 
HARBOR AND ANTHONY DUKE 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I come 
before the Senate today to commend a 
remarkable organization, the Boys 
Harbor, Inc., in New York City. Boys 
Harbor, which will celebrate its 54th 
anniversary next week, is an outstand
ing example of a private initiative to 
help young people who are in danger of 
falling through society's safety net. 
Boys Harbor offers educational help, 
athletic programs, counseling, and 
mentoring to disadvantaged youth, 
providing a safe and caring environ
ment for hundreds of poor children. 
Boys Harbor also has a summer camp 
where each year 800 inner city kids are 
given the opportunity to swim, hike, 
camp, and participate in other healthy 
activities which are unavailable to 
them in their urban environments. 

During its six decades of service, 
Boys Harbor has reached over 30,000 
inner-city children, giving them the 
help and encouragement they so des
perately need to rise above their dis
advantaged background. Over time, the 
organization has grown to meet the in
creasingly complex problems facing 
urban youth. Boys Harbor now has pro
grams to respond to homelessness, pa
rental abandonment, AIDS, drugs, and 
teenage pregnancy. For the past 25 
years, the organization has also been a 
safe harbor for disadvantaged girls. 

It would be impossible to praise the 
work of Boys Harbor adequately with
out mentioning Anthony Drexel Duke, 
the organization's founder and chair
man. Boys Harbor is only one example 
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of the many ways in which Tony Duke 
has given generously of both his time 
and money in support of disadvantaged 
children. 

I offer my congratulations to Boys 
Harbor on its 54th anniversary. I ask 
my colleagues to join me in commend
ing this inspirational organization. 

AL DEANDRADE, 25 YEARS AS 
PRESIDENT OF THE CENTRAL 
FALLS TEACHERS' UNION 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise in 

recognition of an outstanding Rhode 
Islander, one who has distinguished 
himself in service to his State and 
community. 

This year, Mr. Al DeAndrade cele
brates his 25th year as president of the 
Central Falls Teacher's Union, Local 
1567 of the American Federation of 
Teachers, in Central Falls, Rl. His 
term in office has been marked by un
paralleled success in teacher/adminis
tration relations. He has guided 
Central Falls teachers through a re
markable quarter century of labor 
peace during which he negotiated all 
contracts, had good, productive work
ing relationships with a number of 
school superintendents and fostered a 
spirit of cooperation and a positive 
working atmosphere throughout the 
entire school system. 

Mr. DeAndrade's success is directly 
attributable to his diligence, persever
ance, and tenacity. His work ethic is 
admirable and his attention to detail 
noteworthy. He has tirelessly labored 
to resolve grievances at their lowest 
level, recognizing that a union is peo
ple, each member of which having their 
own needs and perspectives. It is no 
surprise, therefore, that Mr. 
DeAndrade's skill and dedication have 
made him something of a legend in the 
Blackstone Valley community. 

It is with admiration and pleasure 
that I offer my congratulations to Mr. 
DeAndrade on the 25th anniversary of 
his service as president of the Central 
Falls Teachers' Union. Through selfless 
service, he has earned the respect of his 
community and State, and I wish him 
all the success and blessings he so rich
ly deserves. 

TENNESSEE VOLUNTEERS WIN 
WOMEN'S NATIONAL BASKET
BALL CHAMPIONSHIP 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am proud 

to rise today to congratulate the Uni
versity of Tennessee Women's Basket
ball Team for winning the 1991 Wom
en's National Basketball Championship 
in a heart-stopping victory. In a thrill
ing overtime win that kept fans on the 
edge of their seats, the Lady Volun
teers defeated the University of Vir
ginia Cavaliers 70 to 67. 

If there's a ring of familiarity in my 
remarks, there's good reason for it. I 
have had the honor of congratulating 

the Lady Vols on well-earned national 
titles two other times in the last 5 
years. Tennessee has played in the 

·Final Four of the NCAA Women's Bas
ketball tournament seven times in the 
last 10 years and is the only team to 
capture three national titles in the his
tory of the tournament. 

This was no easy victory. The Cava
liers provided a tough challenge for our 
Lady Vols, but determination, con
centration, and good preparation all 
contributed to success in this cham
pionship and throughout the season. 
Big Orange fans can be very proud of 
our record of having the first women's 
team to win three national champion
ships. 

The team features some of the col
lege sports' finest athletes. They are a 
strong, tenacious team guided by the 
steadfast-dare I say legendary-lead
ership of Coach Pat Summitt. While 
the hallmark of Coach Summitt's 17-
year tenure at the University of Ten
nessee may be her victorious seasons, 
she is also widely noted for the genuine 
concern and the active role she plays in 
the education of the team. Every 
woman who has played her 4-year col
lege basketball career at UT under 
Coach Summitt has graduated. This is 
an admirable record for any school in 
any field. As this year's college basket
ball seasons ends, more and more ath
letic departments are examining their 
programs and the concept of the stu
dent athlete. Coach Summitt's Lady 
Vols are a shining star amidst the un
certainty and doubts. 

Not only are quality, speed and team 
spirit traditions embodied in all Lady 
Vol teams, but these qualities have, 
over time, begun to define the team. 
When the torch of excellence was 
passed on to this year's team members, 
they accepted it boldly. The picture of 
Dena Head standing at the free throw 
line, 7 short seconds and two points 
from victory, will be imprinted in Vol
unteers' memories for a long time to 
come. The entire team worked hard to 
convert scoring opportunities into 
points on the scoreboard. Combined 
with their 40 minutes of intense pres
sure defense, the NCAA title is a well
deserved accomplishment. 

Jody Adams, Nikki Caldwell, Kelli 
Casteel, Daedra Charles, Regina Clark, 
Peggy Evans, Lisa Harrison, Debbie 
Hawhee, Dena Head, Marlene Jeter, 
Nikki McCray, and Tamara Carver
each of you is an excellent athlete. To
gether you have formed a team that 
overflows with heart and determina
tion. In addition to the team members, 
the members of the coaching and sup
port staff deserve much recognition 
and congratulations for this fantastic 
victory and a record-breaking season. 

Tennesseans, and especially Knox
ville residents, celebrate this cham
pionship with you, wish this year's sen
iors best wishes for what we know will 
be bright futures, and wait with great 

expectations for next season's Lady 
Volunteers to take the court. 

TERRY ANDERSON 
Mr. MOYNlliAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to inform my colleagues that today 
marks the 2,215th day that Terry An
derson has been held captive in Leb
anon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. SASSER]. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, let me 

just take a moment or two of the Sen
ate's time here to address some of the 
points that were made just a short 
time ago by the distinguished ranking 
member of the Budget Committee, Sen
ator DOMENICI. 

I say that because I want there to be 
no misunderstanding on the part of any 
of our colleagues about what has oc
curred with respect to the treatment of 
Social Security in the budget enforce
ment law which was passed just last 
year. 

First-and I think this is very impor
tant-we are not dealing here with an 
error that occurred in drafting. We are 
not dealing here with something that 
inadvertently got into the draft and 
was later made law by the operation of 
this body and our companion body and 
signed into law by the President. And 
certainly we are not dealing with some 
provision that was slipped into the bill 
in the 11th hour, before the final pas
sage. 

No. The language that we are dis
cussing here that will allow consider
ation of the concept advanced by the 
distinguished Senator from New York 
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] that would allow a 
payroll tax cut, was put into the rec
onciliation bill quite intentionally, at 
my direct request. It was cleared with 
staff on both sides, the Democratic and 
the Republican side. As far as I was 
concerned, it was understood that it 
was there specifically to allow this 
body to engage in an unprejudiced de
bate about the proposal that the distin
guished Senator from New York wished 
to advance, a debate that would not be 
distorted by procedural impediment. 

We had been discussing it privately. 
It had been discussed at great length in 
the media. Many speeches had been 
made about it. I am talking specifi
cally about Senator MOYNIHAN's pro
posal, made, as I recall, for the first 
time in January 1990---that is when it 
surfaced, to my knowledge-that we 
should consider a payroll tax cut for 
the Social Security tax and move in 
the direction of putting Social Secu
rity on a pay-as-you-go basis. 

I think this is an important topic, an 
important matter, and that this body 
deserves that there be a fair and unbi
ased debate on the Moynihan proposal. 
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Frankly, there are too many Senators 
in this body on both sides of the aisle 
who are supporters of the Moynihan 
proposal to just simply sweep it under 
the rug. There continues to be, in my 
judgment, substantial validity to the 
argument that has been eloquently 
made by the Senator from New York 
and others that the Social Security 
surplus is being used improperly to 
fund the general functions of the U.S. 
Government and not being used for the 
purposes for which the Social Security 
tax is collected and not being used for 
the purposes for which the Social Secu
rity trust fund was conceived. 

The working men and women of this 
country, I think, deserve a fair and un
biased inquiry into the issue whether 
or not they have been excessively taxed 
by way of the payroll tax during the 
decade of the 1980's and continuing into 
the decade of the 1990's. I have the 
highest regard, and the deepest respect 
for my friend from New Mexico, the 
ranking member of the Senate Budget 
Committee. 

And I certainly share his concern 
about protecting Social Security. I 
share his concern about ensuring the 
stability of the trust fund. I share his 
view that we must keep absolute and 
unwavering faith with the citizens and 
the Social Security beneficiaries of 
this country. 

Really, I do not think that is the 
issue that we are discussing here 
today. 

Let me say with regard to Senator 
MOYNIHAN's tax cut proposal, I think it 
has much to recommend. On the other 
hand, an argument can be made that 
perhaps this is not the way to go. And 
I have told my distinguished friend 
from New York that I have not fully 
decided at this juncture on which side 
I fall, but I think I can safely say that 
not one of the supporters of the pro
posal that Senator MOYNIHAN advances 
seeks to weaken Social Security. No 
one who supports the Moynihan pro
posal wants to weaken Social Security. 
There is no question about that. 

Quite the contrary. It is my under
standing that a large part of the con
cern that drives the Moynihan proposal 
and attracts so many supporters is an 
intention to protect Social Security, to 
protect it from the misuse it has been 
put to in recent years. 

We can and should have a lengthy 
discussion of the pros and cons of put
ting Social Security on a pay-as-you-go 
basis. That debate may well occur 
when Senator MOYNIHAN attempts to 
address his proposal during consider
ation of this year's budget resolution. I 
do not know what the distinguished 
Senator from New York proposes to do. 
He can answer that question for us at 
some point in the future. 

We are talking now about how a pro
vision was made for that debate to 
occur if the distinguished Senator from 

New York, or others in this Chamber, 
wish for the debate to occur. 

My friend, the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico, and he is a distin
guished Senator, has suggested that we 
correct the so-called error that made a 
provision for such a debate to occur. 
Let me simply respond that as far as I 
am concerned, there is really no error 
involved here. I put the language in, or 
at least instructed my staff to con
struct language for the specific purpose 
that we could have a debate in this 
body if Senators chose to have that de
bate. My intention for making room 
for debate on the Moynihan proposal, I 
hasten to add, was not colored by my 
support or lack of support for a tax cut 
for Social Security taxes. It was shaped 
by my simple desire to give a fair hear
ing to a debate that I think is of sub
stantial importance and one certainly 
that is of genuine seriousness. 

Let me just discuss for a moment 
how we got where we are. The budget 
agreement, as enacted last year, finally 
removes Social Security from all deft
cit calculations. That was overwhelm
ingly the wish of this body. A number 
of Senators have worked for many 
years to arrive at this outcome, and it 
was finally achieved in the Budget En
forcement Act. The key objective was 
to remove Social Security from any 
considerations regarding the Federal 
deficit. Social Security's overall situa
tion would be considered separately 
from the Federal deficit. That was the 
overwhelming wish of this body. 

To implement this result, the budget 
resolution changed. Previously, the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit had a 
prominent place in the budget resolu
tion and Social Security surpluses were 
used, it was alleged, and I think alleged 
correctly, to mask the true size of this 
deficit. Under the new law that this 
body passed, Social Security was re
moved from the Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings deficit. Social Security's totals 
were to be approved separately by the 
full Senate in a budget resolution. 

Let us just suppose that Senator 
MOYNIHAN should choose to advance his 
proposal. Any Social Security legisla
tion must pass through all the normal 
safeguards for enactment of any new 
law. The Moynihan proposal, should it 
be advanced, could be filibustered here 
on the floor when it is being debated. It 
would take 60 votes to shut off debate, 
as we all know. If the 60 votes were 
achieved and debate was shut off and 
Senator MOYNIHAN then prevailed and 
passed this House, it would have to 
pass the House of Representatives. 

Let us say that it passed both 
Houses, then the conference report 
that came back would, again, be sub
ject to a filibuster on the Senate floor. 

If the legislation had so much to rec
ommend that we then overcame the fil
ibuster on the conference report, and 
the conference report was adopted and 
was sent to the President, then the 

President can veto the legislation and 
that veto would be sustained unless 
two-thirds of the Members of both 
Houses vote to override the veto. 

All of these legislative safeguards re
main in place. As I indicated earlier 
during debate on the budget resolution, 
the full Senate will decide on the totals 
available for Social Security. They will 
decide this, independent of its effect on 
the Federal deficit. It is out of order 
for the Budget Committee to report 
out any changes to the Social Security 
totals that would lower its surpluses. 
Any such changes in the totals can 
only be made after full consideration 
by the full Senate, not by the Budget 
Committee. In my view, that is as it 
should be. Such changes of such far 
reaching ramifications should be made 
only with the full approval of the full 
Senate. 

I intended this treatment of Social 
Security in the budget resolution for a 
very particular reason: It allows for a 
fair debate on the Senate floor on Sen
ator MOYNIHAN'S proposal to put Social 
Security on a pay-as-you-go basis. Sen
ator MOYNIHAN feels, and he can make 
a very eloquent and persuasive case in 
this regard, that it is not sufficient to 
remove Social Security from the cal
culation of the deficit; that this really 
does no good. I do not need to speak for 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York, but as I understand it, he be
lieves that in order to prevent Social 
Security surpluses from being used to 
finance deficits in the rest of the Fed
eral budget, we must eliminate the So
cial Security surpluses. In particular, 
many adherents to the Moynihan con
cept state that the Social Security 
payroll tax should not be used to fi
nance more and more of the Federal 
Government's budget. 

I think these new budget procedures 
allow for fair debate on Senator MOY
NIHAN's proposal should he choose to 
advance it. His proposal would have to 
survive the normal safeguards against 
adoption of any new piece of legisla
tion, but the proposal does not face any 
new procedural safe hurdles from the 
budget enforcement procedures. 

Frankly, that is precisely the way I 
intended for it to work. 

The automatic adoption of these new 
budget procedures was not done in 
some smoke-filled room or not done in 
any secret manner, and I do not think 
anybody even wishes to imply that. 
The full Senate passed these provisions 
on October 18, 1990, and they appeared 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as a 
matter of fact on pageS 15989. The con
ference report, which included these 
same provisions, was not passed by the 
Senate until 8 days later, and during 
this period these provisions were a 
matter of public record. And I know 
the majority staff spent many hours in 
the Budget Committee offices going 
over page after page after page, reading 
and rereading so that they would know 
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and could advise me what was precisely 
in the act and what was not, and if it 
was as we had perceived it should be, 
and if it was as we had represented to 
some of our colleagues here on the 
floor and privately that it was as we 
had represented. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the oppor
tunity to clarify discussion on this im
portant issue, and as far as I am con
cerned I do hope that this will set the 
record straight. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

with a sense of deep personal gratitude 
to the able and learned Senator from 
Tennessee, the chairman of the Budget 
Committee, for his statement. He has 
not, to use his characteristically self
effacing phrase, helped to clarify this 
matter; he has settled this matter. We 
have heard the definitive statement on 
the subject. And may I say that it is 
entirely in my understanding that this 
is what the Senator intended to do in 
last year's statute and what he did do, 
as he just stated. 

I recall, Mr. President, the afternoon 
in October when I moved to bring up 
this matter of reducing the Social Se
curity payroll taxes. A budget point of 
order was raised against consideration 
of the bill, and 60 votes were needed to 
waive it. This would have been at odds 
with the agreement on the budget sum
mit, as it had been termed, which was 
reached by House, Senate, and adminis
tration conferees after long sessions at 
Andrews Air Force Base. Participants, 
principally, of course, the Budget 
chairman, were bound by the agree
ment they had reached, and so the Sen
ator from Tennessee, as well as the ma
jority leader, the Senator from Maine, 
voted not to waive the budget point of 
order. 

We got a majority, 54 votes, but it 
was not the supermajority needed, and 
that matter was concluded in the Con
gress. The Senator from Tennessee rose 
and said at some length that we will 
return to this issue, and that he fully 
expected it would be brought up in this 
Congress. And 








































































































































